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PREFACE. 


rpHE discovery of God, the discovery of the Soul, 
and the discovery of the oneness of God and the 
Soul, such have been the three principal themes of 
my Giflford Lectures, and I have ventured to make 
at least an attempt to treat each of them, not simply 
as a philosopher, but as an historian. While the 
philosophy of religion treats the belief in a First 
Cause of the universe, and in an Ego or Self, and in the 
true relation between the two, as matters of psycho- 
logical development, or of logical consecution, it was 
my purpose to show, not what the process of each of 
these discoveries may or must have been, but what it 
has been in the history of the world, so far as it is 
known to us at present. I am fully aware that this 
historical method is beset with grave difficulties, and 
has in consequence found but little favour in the eyes 
of speculative philosophers. So long as we look on 
the history of the human race as something that 
might or might not have been, we cannot wonder 
that the student of religion should prefer to form his 
opinions of the nature of religion and the laws of its 
growth from the masterwork of Thomas Aquinas, 
the Summa Sacme Theologiae, rather than from the 
Sacred Books of the East. But when we have learnt 
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to recognise in history the realisation of a I’ational 
purposOj when we have learnt to look upon it as in 
the truest sense of the word a Divine Drama, the 
plot revealed in it ought to assume in the eyes of the 
philosopher also a meaning and a value far beyond the 
speculations of even the most enlightened and logical 
theologians. 

I am not ignorant of the dangers of such an under- 
taking, and painfully conscious of the imperfections 
inevitable in a fii-st attempt. The chief danger is 
that we are very prone to find in the facts of 
history the lesson which we wish to find. It is 
well known how misleading the Hegelian method 
has proved, because, differing in this respect from 
Herder and from the historical school in general, 
Hegel was bent on seeing in the history of 
religion what <yiight to bo there according to his 
view of the logical necessity in the development of 
the idea, if not of the psychological growth of the 
human mind. The result has been that the historical 
side in Hegel’s Philosophy of Eeligion is almost 
entirely untrustworthy. My endeavour has been on 
the contrary to yield to no presumptions, but to 
submit to facts only, such as we find them in the 
'Sacred Books of the East, to try to decipher and 
understand them as we try to decipher and under- 
stand the geological annals of the earth, and to 
discover in them reason, cause and effect, and, if 
possible, that close genealogical coherence which alone 
can change empirical into scientific knowledge. This 
genealogical method is no doubt the most perfect 
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■when we can follow the gro'svth of religious’ ideas, as 
it were, from son to father, from pupil to teacher, 
from the negative to the positive stage. But where 
this is impossible, the analogical method also has its 
advantages, enabling us to watch the same dogmas 
springing up independently in various places, and to 
discover from their similarities and dissimilarities 
what is due to our common nature, and what must be 
attributed to the influence of individual thinkers. 
Quod semper, quod uhique, quod ab omnibus is not 
necessarily what is true, but it is what is natural, it 
constitutes what we have accustomed ourselves to caU 
Natural Keligion, though few historical students would 
now maintain that Supernatural Eeligion has no right 
to the name of Natural Eeligion, or that it forms no 
part of the Divine Drama of Man as acted from age 
to age on the historical stage of the world. 

It has been my object in these three consecutive 
courses of Lectures on Physical, Anthropological, and 
Psychological religion to prove that what in my first 
volume I put forward as a preliminary definition of 
religion in its widest sense, namely the Perception of 
the Infinite, can be shown by historical evidence 'to 
have been the one element shared in common by all 
religions. Only we must not forget that, like every 
other concept, that of the Infinite also had to pass 
through many phases in its historical evolution, be- 
ginning -with the simple negation of what is finite, 
and the assertion of an invisible Beyond, and leading 
up to a perceptive belief in that most real Infinite in 
which we live and move and have our being. This 
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historical evolution of the concept of the objective 
Infinite I tried to trace in my Lectures on Physical 
Eeligion, that of the concept of the subjective Infinite 
in my Lectures on Anthropological Eeligion, while 
this last volume was reserved for the study of the 
discovery of the oneness of the objective God and the 
subjective Soul which forms the fibaal consummation of 
all religion and all philosophy. 

The imperfections to which a fitrst attempt in a 
comparative study of religions is liable arise from the 
enormous amount of the materials that have to be 
consulted, and from the ever-increasing number o:^ 
books devoted to their interpretation. The amount 
of reading that would be required in order to treat 
this subject as it ought to be treated is more than any 
single scholar can possibly force into the small span of 
his Hfe. It is easy to find fault and say, Q,ui trop 
embratmt, mal dtreint, but in comparative studies it 
is impossible to embrace too much, and ci-itics must 
learn to be reasonable and not expect from a scholar 
engaged in a comparative study of many religionsi 
the same thorough acquaintance with every one of 
them which they have a right to expect from a 
specialist. No one has felt more keenly than myself 
the annoyance whenever I had to be satisfied with 
a mere rdata r^ero, or had to accept the judgments 
of others, even when I knew that they were better 
qusdified to judge than myself. 

This applies more particularly to my concluding 
Lectures, Lect. XII to XY in this volume. These Lec- 
tures contain the key to the whole smries, and they 
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formed from the very beginning my final aim. They 
are meant as the coping-stone of the arch that rests 
on the two pillars of Physical and Anthropological 
Seligion, and unites the two into the true gate of the 
temple of the religion of the future. They are to show 
that from a purely historical point of view Christianity 
is not a mere continuation or even refoim of Judaism, 
but that, particularly in its theology or theosophy it 
represents a synthesis of Semitic and Aryan thought 
which forms its real strength and its power of satis- 
fying not only the requirements of the heart, but 
likewise the postulates of i'eason. 

My object was to show that there is a constant 
action and reaction in tho growth of religious ideas, 
and that the first action by which the Divine was 
separated from and placed almost beyond the reach 
of the human mind, was followed by a reaction 
which tried to reunite the two. This process, 
though visible in many religions, more- particularly 
in that of the Vedi,nta, was most pronounced in 
Judaism in its transition to Christianity. Nowhere 
had the invisible God been further removed from 
the visible world than in the ancient Jewish re- 
ligion, and nowhere have the two been so closely 
drawn together again and made one as by that 
fundamental doctrine of Christianity, the divine 
Bonship of man. It has been my chief object to 
show that this reaction was produced or at least 
accelerated by the historical contact; between Semitic 
and Aryan thought, chiefly at Alexandria, and on” this 
point I have to confess that I have veniured to go far 
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bejond Hamack, Drummond, Westcott, and others. 
They seem to me to ascribe too little importance to 
the influence Of Greek philosophy in the formation of 
the earliest Christian theology, while I feel convinced 
that without that influence, the theology of Alexandria 
would have been simply impossible, or would probably 
never have advanced beyond that of the Talmud. What 
weighs with me more than anything else in forming 
this opinion are the facts of language, the philoso- 
phical terminology which both Jews like Philo and 
Christians like St. Clement employ, and which is clearly 
taken over from Greek philosophy. Whoever uses 
such words as Logos, the Word, Monogenis, the Only- 
begotten, Prototokos, the First-bom, Eyios tou theou, 
the Son of God, has borrowed the very germs of his 
religious thoughts from Greek philosophy. To suppose 
that the Fathers of the Church took these words 
without borrowing the ideas, is like supposing that 
savages would carry away fire-arms without getting 
at the same time powder and shot for firing them. 
Words may be borrowed and their ideas may be 
modified, purified, magnified by the borrower, but the 
substance is always the same, and the gold that is 
in a gold coin will always remain the same gold, 
even though it is turned into a divine image. VI 
have tried to show that the doctrine of the Logos, the 
very life-blood of Christianity, is exclusively Aryan, 
and that it is one of the simplest and truest conclu- 
sions at which the human mind can arrive, if the 
presence of Eeason or reasons in the world has once 
been recognised. ^ 
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We all know the words of Lucretius : 

‘Praeterea caeli rationes ordine certo 

Et varia annorum cemebant tempera vertl* 1182.) 

If the human reason has once recognised Eeason or 
reasons (logoi) in the noiverse, Lucretius may call it 
a fatal error to ascribe them to the gods, but are they 
to be ascribed to no one ? Is the Keason or the Logos 
in the world nothing but a name, a mere generalisa- 
tion or abstraction, or is it a real power, and, if so, 
whose power is it ? If the Klamaths, a tribe of Eed 
Indians, declared that the world was thought and 
willed by the Old One on high, the Greeks went only 
one step further by maintaining that tMs thought of 
the Supreme Being, this Logos, as tljiey called it, was 
the issue, the offspring, the Son of God, and that it 
consisted of the logoi or ideas or, as we now say, 
the types of all created things. The highest of these 
types being the type of manhood, the Alexandrian 
Fathers of the Church in calling Christ the Logos 
or the Word or the Son of God, were bestowing 
the highest predicate which they possessed in their 
vocabulary on Christ, in whom they believed that the 
divine thought of manhood had been realised in all 
its fulness. That predicate, however, was not of their 
own workmanship, nor was it a mere modification of 
the Semitic Wisdom, which in the beginning was with 
God. That Wisdom, a feminine, may be recognised 
in the Epistim^ or knowledge with which the Father 
begets the Son, but it cannot be t^ken at the same 
time as the prototype of the masculine Logos or the 
spoken Word or the Son of God. 
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This philosophical concept of the Son of God can- 
not be derived from the Old Testament concept of 
Israel as the son of God, nor from the occasional 
expressions of personal piety addressed to Yahweh as 
the Father of all the sons of man. ‘ Son of God,’ as 
applied to Jesus, loses its true meaning unless we take 
it in its idiomatic Greek sense, as the Logos \ and unless 
we learn to understand what the Fathem of the Church 
had fully understood, that the Logos or the Word of 
God could become manifest to mankind in one form 
only, namely, in that of man, the ideal or perfect man. 
I am quite willing to admit, on the other hand, that 
an expression such as ‘Son of Man’ is of Semitic 
growth. It is a solecism even when translated into 
Greek. No Greek would ever have said son of man 
in the sense of man, as little as any Eoman would 
ever have spoken of Agnus Dei, except under the 
influence of Jewish thought. Son of man meant 
simply man, before it was applied to the Messiah. 
Thus only can we understand the antithesis which 
meets us as early as the first century, ‘ the Son of God, 
ot the son of man®,’ 

If we have once entered into the thoughts of Philo 
and St. Clement as the representatives of Jewish and 
Christian theology at Alexandria, we shall perceive 
how closely the doctrine of the Incarnation is con- 
nected with that of the Logos, and receives its true 
historical explanation firom it and from it alone. 

^ In passages such as Matt. viii. 29, Mark xiv. 61, xvi. 89, ^Son ol 
0od ' is used in its popular sense, which to the Jews was blasphemom 
^ Barnabas, sii. 10, ovx^ vlbs avBp6mov^ diXkk vlb$ row Sect). 
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It was only on the strength of their old belief 
in the Logos that the earliest Greek converts could 
with p^ect honesty, and, in spite of the sne^ of 
Celsus and other Greek philosophers, bring them- 
selves to accept Jesus of Kazareth as the incarnate 
Logos, as the Word or the Son of God. If they had 
taken any lower view of Christ, if they had been 
satisfied with a mythological Son of God, or with a 
Nazarene Christ, and if they had held, as some theo- 
logians held afterwards, nay as some hold even now, 
that there was between Christ and His brethren what 
they call a difference of kind, not of degree, however 
wide, they could not have answered the taunts of 
their former fellow-students, they could not have 
joined the Catechetical School at Alexandria or 
followed such teachers as Athenagoras, Pantaenus, 
St. Clement, and Origen. 

What Athenagoras, one of the earliest apologetes of 
Christianity, thought about the Son of God, we can 
leam from his defence which was addressed to 
Marcus Aurelius, where he says (cap. x): ‘Let no 
one think it ridiculous that God should have a son. 
For though the poets in their fictions represent the 
gods as no better than men (that is, as begetting sons), 
our mode of thinking is not the same as theirs, concern- 
ing either God the Father or the Son. But the Son of 
God is the Logos of the Father, in idea and in opera- 
tion ; for after the pattern of Him and by Him were 
all things made, the Father and the Son being one.' 

All this refers to Christian theology or theosophy 
only, and not to what we mean by Christian religion. 
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This drew its life from another source, from the 
historical personality of Jesus, and not from the 
Alexandrian Logos This distinction is very im- 
portant for the early history of Christianity, and we 
must never forget that the Greek philosophers who 
joined the Christian community, after they had once 
made their peace with their philosophieal conscience, 
became true disciples of Christ and accepted with all 
their heart the moral law which He had preached, 
the law of love on which hang all His command- 
ments. What that personality was they must have 
known far better than we can, for Clement, having 
been bom in the middle of the second century, may 
possibly have known Papias or some of his friends, 
who knew the Apostles, and he certainly knew many 
Christian writings which are lost to us To restore 
the image of that personality must be left to each be- 
liever in Christ, according to the ideals of which his, 
mind is capable, and according to his capacity of com- 
prehending the deep significance of the few words of 
Christ that have been preserved to us by the Apostles 
and their disciples. What interests the historian is to 
understand how the belief of a small brotherhood of 
Galilean fishermen and their devotion to their Master 
could have influenced, as they did, the religious beliefs 
and the philosophical convictions of the whole of the 
ancient world. The key to that riddle should be 
Sought for, I believe, at Alexandria rather than at 
Jerusalem. But if that riddle is ever to be solved, it 
IS the duty of the historian to examine the facts and 

' Eigg, Christian PlatomstSf p. 46. 
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the facts only, without any bias whether of orthodoxy, 
of rationalism, or of agnosticism. To the historian 
orthodoxy has no existence. He has to deal with facts 
only, and with deductions that can be justified by facts. 

I cannot give here the names of all the books 
which have been of use to me in preparing these 
Lectures. Many of them are quoted in the notes. 
My earliest acquaintance with the subject treated in 
this volume goes back to the lectures of Weisse, Lotze, 
and Niedner at Leipzig, and of Schelling and Meander 
at Berlin, which I attended more than fifty years ago. 
Since then the additions to our knowledge of ancient 
religions, and of Christianity in its most ancient 
form, have been so enormous that even a biblio- 
graphical index would form a volume, I cannot, 
however, conclude this preface without acknowledging 
my obligations to the authors of some of the more 
recent works which have been of the greatest use to 
me. I feel deeply grateful to Professor Harnack, 
whose Bogmen-geschicMe, 1888, is the most marvellous 
storehouse of well-authenticated facts in the history 
of the Christian Chiu'ch, to Dr. Charles Bigg, whose 
learned Bampton Lectures on the Christian Platonists, 
1888, make us regret that they wore never continued, 
and to Dr. James Drummond, whose work on Philo 
Judaeus, 1888, has supplied me not only with most 
valuable evidence, but likewise with the mo.st careful 
analysis of whatever evidence there exists in illus- 
tration of the epoch of Philo Judaeus. That epoch 
was an epoch in the true sense of the word, for it 
made both Greeks and Jews pause tor a time before 
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they went on, each on their own way. It was a real 
epoch in ths history of Christianity, for Philo’s works 
were studied by St. Clement and the other Fathers 
of the Alexandrian Church, and opened their eyes to 
see the truth in the inspired writings of Moses and 
the Prophets, and likewise in the inspired writings of 
Plato and Aristotle. It was a real epoch in the history 
of the world, if we are right in supposing that we owe 
to the philosophical defenders of the Christian faith at 
Alexandria the final victory of Christian philosophy 
and Christian religion over the religion and philosophy 
of the whole Roman Empire. 

I ought, perhaps, to explain why, to the title of 
Psychological Religion, originaliy chosen for this 
my final course of Gifford Lectures, I have added 
that of Theosophy. It seemed to roe that .this venera*- 
ble name, so well known among early Christian 
thinkers, as expressing the highest conception of God 
within the reach of the human mind, has of late been .so 
greatly misappropriated that it was high time to restore 
it to its proper function. It should be known once for 
all that one may call oneself a theosophist, without 
being suspected of believing in spirit-rappings, table- 
turnings, or any other occult sciences and black arts. 

I am painfully aware that at seventy my eyes are 
not so keen as they were at seventeen, and I must 
not f'uclude this preface without craving the in- 
dulgencj <>f my readers for any misprint or wrong 
references that may have escaped me. 

F. M. M. 

OxvoEB, FebruarUf 189S* 
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INTEODUCTORY LECTUEE. 


THE HISTOKICAL STUDY OF BELiaiOH. 

Bi# WeltgescMclite ist das Waltg^3riolk.t» 

^ic SBcUgcfc^ici^te iji t)a6 SSeltgeric^t — this is one of 
those pregnant sayings of Schiller’s which have 
a fai’ wider application than we at first suspect. It 
is difficult to translate these words literally, without 
depriving them of their idiomatic force. Literally 
translated they mean, ‘ the history of the world is the 
judgment of the world.’ But in German, the judg- 
ment of the -world moans at the same time ‘the day 
of judgment,’ or ‘ doom’s day.’ 

What Schiller meant therefore -vi'as that every day 
is a day of doom, that the history of the world, if 
comprehended as a whole, is the true judgment of 
the world, and that we must learn to understand that 
judgment, and to accept it as right. If we adopt 
this view of Schiller's, and leam to look upon the 
history of the world as an unbroken vindication of 
the highest -wisdom, and of the most perfect justice 
which, in spite of all appearances , to the. contrary, 
govern the world, it would follow that what applies 
to the history of the world in gener^ must likewise 
apply to all that eonsiitutes that history. Schiller’s 
,(4) B 
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dictum would in fact express in general terms what I 
have tried to explain to you in my former lectures as 
the fundamental principle of the Historical School. 

of tlie Sistorloal Sohool« 

The followers of that school hold with Schiller that 
the history of religion, for instance, is the truest 
vindication of religion, the history of philosophy the 
best judgment of philosophy, the history of art the 
highest and final test of art. If in this spirit we study 
the history of the world, or any part of it, we shall 
leam that many things may seem wrong for the time 
being, and may, nay must bo right for tho time to 
come, for all timo or for eternity. Many things which 
seem imperfect, are seen to be most perfect, if only 
understood as a preparation for higher objects. If 
we have once brought ourselves to see that there is an 
unbroken continuity, a constant ascent, or an eternal 
purpose, not only a mechanical development, in the 
history of the world, we shall cease to find fault with 
what is as yet an imperfect germ onlj', and not yet 
the perfect flowei' or the final fruit; we shall not 
despise the childhood of the world, nor the childhood 
of the religions of the world, though we cannot 
discover therein that mature and perfect manhood 
which we admire in later periods of history. We 
shall learn to understand the imperfect or less perfect 
as a necessary preparation for the more perfect. No 
doubt such a view of the history of tits world requmes 
faith; we have often to believe, even though wo 
cannot prove, simply from a firm conviction that it 
cannot be otherwise, that there must he law and 
order and purpose in the world, and tiiat there must 
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be goodness and justice in the Godhead, That faith 
was expressed by Friedrich Logan in the well-known 
verse, as translated by Longfellow, ‘ Though the mills 
of God grind slowly, yet they grind exceeding small.’ 
And the same faith found utterance long ago in 
Euripides also, when he said : ‘ *Tis time the working 
of the gods is slow, but it 'is sure and strong^.’ 

Anyhow, those philosophers who have become 
reconciled to the idea of the suivival of the fittest, 
can hardly object to the principle that what is, is fit, 
and will In the end prove right, or, to put it into 
Schiller’s words, that the ‘VfeltyesrhicMe iM ckiB 
WeltgeiicJit’ 

Histossr of ils tlio of 

You will understand now' why I felt so strongly 
that the most satisfactory way of caiTying out the 
intentions of the founder of this lectureship, the only 
cfiective way of studying what is called the philo- 
sophy of religion, or the philosophical critieiaro of 
religion, is to study the history of religion. History 
sifts a^d tests all forms and varieties of religion fax 
more efiecuvsly than any single philosopher could 
possiblj hope to do. I do not mean to say that a 
purely thcor('ti''N as dis+i’^guishcd from an hfetorical 
of :sa siseless. fiC.'a 

it, i knew tliAl KaM ScOt'is the idea that the history 
of philosophy, k itcelf philosophy. But is not Kant’s 
O'mx philosophy by this time pa^-t and parcel of the 
hiafcory of philosophy ? it is qaito true that we can 
study a sedemse apaid ’<>om its lustory. We can, 
for fnstaiiicse, stiAy the science of Political Economy 

B 2 
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apart from all history. We can learn what ought to 
be and what ought not to he, according to the general 
principles of that science. All I maintain is that it 
is better to test the truth of these general principles 
by history, and not by theory only. Certain theories 
of Political Economy- which seemed quite perfect in 
the abstract, have been tried and found wanting. 
We hear it said even now that the principles of free 
trade and protection are on their trial. What does 
that mean, except that they are being tried by the 
judgment of history, by results, by facts, by statistics 
against which thei'e is no appeal, unless we say witb 
some philosophers ‘ tant pis pour leaf aits,* or ‘ tant pis 
pour Vhistoire’ 

A strategist in his study may know all the rules of 
the science of war, but the great general must know 
how these rules have stood the test of history; he 
must study the actual battles that have been fought, 
and thus learn to account for the victories and the 
defeats of the \ greatest commanders. In the same 
way then, as the true science of war is the history of 
war, the true science of religion is, I believe, the 
history of religion. 

Satnxal Bdigton tn* Vonatatloii of onz Mlof la CMA. 

To show that, given the human mind such as it is, 
and its^ environment such as it is, the concept of God 
and a belief in God would be inevitable, is something, 
no doubt. Still you know how aU the proofe of the 
existence of God that have been framed by the most 
eminent philosophers and theolo^ans have been con- 
troverted by equally eminent philosophers and theolo- 
gians. You know that there survive evm now some 
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half-petrified jdulc«oplierB aad theologians who call it 
heresy to helieve that tinassisted human reason could 
ever attain to a concept of or a belief in God, who 
maintain Miat a special revelation is absolutely neces- 
sary for that purpose, but that such a revelation was 
granted to the human race twice only, once in the 
Old, and once in the New T^tament. They point 
triumphantly to Kant’s (hitiqv/e of Pure Reason 
which has demolished once for all, they say, such poor 
human cobwebs as the cosmological, the teleological, 
and the ontological proo& of the existence of a Divine 
Being, and has thus proved, from a quite unexpected 
quarter, that unassisted human reason cannot possibly 
attain to a sure knowledge even of the mere existence 
of God. 

It may be said that such views are mmre survivals, 
and not exactily survivals of the fittest. Those who 
mmntain them, certainly know not what they do. 
But such views, though really subversive of all true 
reli^on, are very often preached as essential to Chris- 
tianity, and many who know not the history of religion, 
are deceived by their reit^ted assertion. 

You know that in a court of law a clever pleader 
can defend almost anything; and in the court of 
philosophy also, I believe that pleaders can always 
be found to argue most eloquently whether for the 
plaintiff or for the defendant. The only evidence, 
however, which safely tells in the end, consists in 
facts. 

VlM Bwa VnxpoM vt tlM Woaxkpax ^ Agai. 

lhat beiz^ the case, I devoted the prindpsl part of 
my second course of lectures to pladu^ before you 
facts, — facts which cannot be controverted, or which, 
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at all events, have not been controverted, and which 
show how the human mind, unassisted by what is 
called special revelation, found its way step by step 
from the lowest perception of something material and 
visible to the highest concept of a supreme and 
invisible God. 1 chose for that purpose what I 
called the Biography of Agni or fire, that is the 
succession of the various ideas called forth in the 
human mind by the various aspects of fire, which be- 
ginning with the simplest perception of the fire on the 
hearth, as giving warmth and light and life to young 
and old, culminated in the concept of Agni as the god 
of light, the creator and ruler of the whole world. 

This was an arduous ta.sk, and it may have proved 
as tedious to my hearers as it proved laborious to 
myself. Still, there was no other way of silencing 
all gainsayers once for all. If any so-called Christian 
Divine doubts the fact that in times past ‘ God did not 
leave himself without witness, in that he did good, and 
gave us rain from heaven, and fire also, that is light 
and warmth, from heaven, and fruitful seasons, filling 
our hearts with food and gladne.ss ’ (Acts xiv, 17), 
what I call the biography of A^i will in future supply 
evidence that ought to convince both those who believe 
and those who disbelieve the words of Sfc. Paul and 
Bamabaa, and that anyhow cannot' be gainsayed. 1 
can quite understand the anger that has been roused 
by the production of this evidence, though I cannot 
admire the efforts that have been made to discredit it. 
It is quite possible that in putting together this 
biography of Agni, I may have left out some passages 
from the Veda which would have been helpful for my 
purpose. Let them be produced, and I shall be most 
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grateful. It is quite possible also that here and there 
I may have misapprehended the exact meaning of a 
verse taken from the Veda. Again, let it he proved, 
and I shall be most grateful. I am the last man to 
claim infallibility, not even in the interpietation of 
the Veda, But if people uish to controvert any 
statements of mine of which they diS;.ipprove, they 
ought to knovr that there are two way's only of doing 
it. They must show either that my facts are firong, 
or that my deductions from these facts are faulty. In 
either case, no ore will fee’< n.ore g'J'ateful to them 
than I myself. For, if they can shovr that my facts 
were wrong, they' w ill of course supply' ns at the same 
time with the true facts, and if mv conclusions were 
faulty, that can be settled once for ail by the rules of 
logic. If critics would confine themselves to these 
two tasks, they would be conferring a benefit on us 
for which every true scholar would be truly gi-ateful. 
But if they deal, as so many do, in mere rhetoric or 
invective, they must not be offended if no notice 
is taken of their rage and vain imaginings. These 
matters are far too serious, nay, to my mind, far too 
sacred for mere wrangling. Though some excellent 
divines may differ from me, they ought to know that 
the cause of truth is never served by mere assertions, 
still less by insinuations, and that such insinuations 
are far move dishonouring to those who utter them 
than they could possibly be to those against whom 
they are uttered. 

SSTatural Bevelatiosi* 

I maintain, therefore, until any of my statements have 
been refuted by facts, that we can see in the history of 
Vedic Keligion, how the human mind was led by a 
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natural revelation, far more convincing than any so- 
called special revelation, from the perception of the 
great phenomena of nature to the conception of agents 
behind these phenomena. The case of Agni or fire was 
chosen by me as a typical case, as but one out of 
many, all showing how the phenomena of nature forced 
the human mind with a power irresistible to human 
reason, to the conception of and a belief in agents 
behind nature, and in the end to a belief in one Agent 
behind or above all these agents ; to a belief in One 
God of Nature, a belief in 'a cosmic or objective 
Deity. Here was my answer to the statement repeated 
again and again, that the human mind, unassisted by 
a special revelation, was incapable of conceiving a 
Supreme Being. My answer was not an argument, 
nor a mere assertion. My answer consisted in his- 
torical facts, in chapter and verse quoted from the 
Veda ; and these facts are stubborn things, not to be 
annihilated by mere clamour and chiding. 


Vbe True Object of compacing tbe Cbxiatiaa and other 

Meligionu. 

I must confess, howevei*, that I did not expect that 
the attacks on what I called the historical proof of the 
existence of a Supreme Being would have come from 
the quarters from which they came. I thought that 
those who profess and call themselves Christians 
would have welcomed the facts which confirm the 
teaching of St. Paul. I hoped they would have seen 
that the facts which I collected from the ancient 
religions of the world formed in. reality the only safe 
foundation of Natural Keligion, and indirectly the 
strongest confirmation of the truth of the Christian 



THE HISTOEICAL STUDY OP KELiaiOH. 


9 


religion. That’ religion, I say once more, should 
challenge rather than deprecate comparison. If we 
find certain doctrines which we thought the exclusive 
property of Christianity in other religions also, does 
Christianity lose thereby, or is the truth of these 
doctrines impaired by being recognised by other 
teachers also ? You know that it has often been said 
that almost every Christian doctrine could be traced 
back to the Talmud. I am no judge on that subject ; but 
if it were so, liWiat should we lose 1 All I can say is that 
I have never met in the extracts from the Talmud with 
the most characteristic, n&y^ the fundamental doctrine 
of Christianity, the recognition of the divine element 
in man, or the divine sonship of man. Many things 
which Christianity shares in common with the Talmud, 
it shares in common, as we know now, with other 
religions likewise. It is true that HUlel, when asked 
to describe the religion of the Jews in a few words, 
replied, * What thou wouldst not have done to thee, do 
not that to others. This is the whole law ; all the 
rest is but interpretation. Go, then, and learn what it 
means But it is well known by this time that <he 
same doctrine occurs in almost every religion. Con- 
fucius said ; ‘ What I do not wish men to do to me, I 
also wish not to do to men.’ We read in the MahS,bbAr 
mta : ‘Hear the sum total of duties, and having heard, 
bear it in mind — Thou shalt not do to others what is 
disagreeable to thyself ’ (Pandit, 1871, p. 238). Why 
then should Christians wish to claim an exclusive 
property in this truth ? 

The Talmud, we must remember, sprang from the 
same historical soil as Christianity, its authors breathed 

^ Talmud babli^ Sabbath, foL 81 a. Kueuezi, MMert Lectwresj p. 211. 
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the same air as the disciples of Christ. Coincidences 
between the two are therefore most natural, and it 
does by no means follow that the Talmud can always 
claim a priority in time. But whoever may claim 
priority, whoever may have lent or borrowed, I confess 
I rejoice whenever I meet with passages from the 
Talmud or any other SacredBook, that remind me of the 
Old or the New Testament. We read, for instance, in the 
Talmud : ‘ Be not as slaves ,that minister to the Lord 
with a view to receive recompense ; but be as slaves 
that minister to the Lord without a view to receive 
recompense ; and let the fear of Heaven be upon you ’ 
(Antigonus of Sochow, in Pirkd Ab&th L 3 ; Kitenen, 
1. c. p. 212). And again, ‘ Do His will as if it were thy 
will, that He may do thy will as if it were His will ' 
(Gamaliel, l.c. II. 4). 

These are Christian sentiments ; they may or may not 
have been borrowed from the Talmud. They arc rays 
from a sun that lighteth the whole world. Marcus 
Aurelius said: ‘Love mankind, follow God’ (vii. 31); 
Epictetus said : ‘Dare to look up to God and say: Do 
with me henceforth as Thou wdlt. I am of one mind 
with Thee. I am Thine. I decline nothing that seems 
good to Thee. Lead mo whither Thou wilt. Clothe me 
as Thou wilt. Wilt thou that I take office or live a 
pri-^ate life, remain at home or go into exile, be poor 
or rich, I will defend Thy purpose with me in respect 
of all these ’ (Discourses, H. 16). These are truly 
Christian sentiments, Christian, because eternal and 
universal ; but it would be very difficult to prove that 
they were borrowed either from or by Christianity. And 
why should every truth be borrowed from Christianity ? 
Why should not Christianity also have borrowed? 
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And wty should not certain truths be world- wide 
and universal ? To me these truths seem to gain rather 
than to lose in power, if we accept them as springing 
up spontaneously in different minds, than if we main- 
tain that they were conceived once only, and then 
borrowed by others. 

The reason, why people will not see the identity 
of a truth as enuntiated in different religions, is 
generally the strangeness of the garb in which it is 
clothed, No doubt the old heathen names of the 
Gods, even of their Supreme God, are often offensive 
to us by what they imply. But is it not all the more 
interesting to see how, for instance, Aristides the 
Sophist (176 A.D.), though retaining the name of 
Jupiter, is striving with all his might for a higher 
conception of the Deity, purer even than what we 
find in many portions of the Old Testament. This is 
how Aristides speaks of Jupiter : 

‘Jupiter made all things; ail things whatever are 
the works of Jupiter — rivers, and the earth, and the 
sea, and the heaven, and whatever is between or above, 
or beneath them, and gods and men, and all living 
things, and all things visible and Intelligible. First 
of all, he made himself ; nor was he ever brought up in 
the caverns of Crete ; nor did Saturn ever intend to 
devour him ; nor did he swallow a stone in his stead ; 
nor was Jupiter ever in any danger, nor will he ever 
be. . . . But he is the First, and the most ancient, and 
the Prince of all things, and Himself from Himself.’ 

Why should we be less able and willing to see 
through the mists of mythology than those who were 
brought up with a belief in their own mythological 
gods ? Why should we decline to recognise the higher 
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purpose that was in these divine names from 
beginning, and which the best among the ptgana n^ver 
failed to recognise 1 

ABelmut VMy«n* 

It has often been said that what we mean by 
prayer does not or even cannot exist in any of the 
pagan religions. It may be true that the loving re- 
lation between man and God is absent in the prayers 
of the heathen world. It is certainly true that there are 
some religions unfavourable to prayer, particularly if 
prayer is taken in the sense of praying for worldly 
blessings. The Buddhists in general know of no 
prayer addressed to a superintendent deity, because 
they deny the existence of such a ^ deity ; but even 
prayers addressed to the Buddhas or Buddhist Saints 
are never allowed to assumd the character of petitions. 
They are praises and meditations rather than solicita- 
tions. Prayers in the sense of petitions are considered 
actually sinful by the Sin-shiu sect of Buddhists in 
Japan. It is different with the folio were of Confucius. 
They believe in a God to whom prayers might be 
addressed. But Professor Legge tells us that we look 
in vain for real prayers in their ancient literature, and 
this is most' likely due to that sense of awe and 
reverence which Confucius himself expressed when he 
,said that we should respect spiritual beings, but keep 
aloof from them 

It is true also that when man has once arrived at 
a philosophical conception of the Deity, his prayers 
assume a form very different from the prayers ad- 
dressed by a child to his Father in heaven. Still even 
such prayers are full of interest. Almost the last 
*■ Coufucian Analects, YI. 20. 
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word which Greek philospihy has said to the world, 
is a prayer which we finoat the end of the coinmen- 
tary of SimpliciTis on Epictetus, a prayer Ml of honest 
purpose: 

‘ I beseedi Thee, 0 Lord, the Father, Guide of our 
reason, to make us mindful of the noble origin Thou 
hast thought worthy to o6nfer upon us ; and to assist 
us to act as becomes free agents ; that we may be 
cleansed from the irrational passions of the body and 
may subdue and govern the same, using them as in- 
struments in a fitting manner ; and to assist us to the 
right direction of the reason that is in us, and to its 
participation in what is real by the light of truth. 
And thirdly, I beseech Thee, my Saviour, entirely to 
remove the darkne^ from the eyes of our souls, in 
order that we may know aright, as Homer says, both 
God and men.’ (See til^. A. Fairer, Fagdniem and 
Christianity, p. 44.) 

I shall devote the rest of this introductory lecture 
to reading some extracts which will show, I hope, 
that the heathen also coidd utter prayers, and some 
prayers which require but little mo(^oation before 
we ourselves can join in them. 

SgyptilUL Vzay^r. 

* Hail to Thee, maker of all beings. Lord of law, Father 
of the Gods; maker of men, creator of beasts; Lord of 
grains, making food for the beasts of the field. .... The 

One alone without a second King alone, single among 

the Gods ; of many names, unknown is their number. 

I come to Thee, O Lord of the Gods, who hast existed finm 
the beginning, eternal Gk>d, who hast made all things that 
are. Thy name be my protection ; prolong my term of life 
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to a good age ; may my son place (after me) ; may 

my dignity remain with him (and his) for e¥er, as is dona to 
the righteous, who is glorious in the house of his Lord, 

Who then art Thou, O my father Amon ? Doth a father 
forget his son? Surely a wretched lot awaiteth him who 
opposes Thy will ; but blessed is he who knoweth Thee, for 
Thy deeds proceed from a heart full of love, I call upon 
Thee, 0 my father Amon ! behold me in the midst of many 
peoples, unknown to me; all nations are united against me, 
and I am alone ; no other is with me. My many warriors 
have abandoned me, none of my horsemen hath looked 
towards me; and when I called them, none hath listened io 
any voice. But I believe that Amon is worth more’ to me 
than a million of warriors, than a hundred tliousand horse- 
men and ten thousands of brothers and sons, even were 
they all gathered together. The work of many men is 
nought ; Amon will prevail over them/ 

(Prom Le Piige Beuouf. EtbUH lecium^ p. 227*) 
ilu J.ecaUiaxi Pm3rer. 

^^0 my God, the lord of prayer, may mj prayez'* address 
thee! 

O my goddess, the lady of suppIicatioB, may my supplica- 
tion addimi thee! 

0 Mat6 (M4tu), the lord the mountain, may my prayer 
address theo! 

O Gubarra, lady of Eden my address ! 

O Lord of heaven and earth, lord of Eridu, ro&j my 
supplication address thee! 

0 Merodach (Asar-muk-dag). lord of Tin-tir (Babylon) 
may my prayer address thee! 

0 wife of « him, (the princely offspring (?) of heaven and 
earth), may my supplication addrejs thee! 

O (messenger of the spirit) of the god who proclaims (the 
good name), may my prayer address ihee! 
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O (bride, firEt-born of) Uras (1), may my supplication 
address thee! 

O (lady, vrho binds the hostile (?) mouth), may my prayer 
address thee ! 

0 (exalted one, the great goddess, my lady Nana) may 
my supplication address thee! 

May it say to thee: * (Direct thine eye kindly unto me)/ 
May it say to thee: ^(Turn thy face kindly to me)/ 
(May it say to thee: ^Let thy heart rest/) 

(May it say to thee; ‘Let thy liver be quieted/) 

(May it say to thee : ‘ Let thy heart, like the heart of a 

mother who has borne children, be gladdened/) 

(^As a mother who has borne children, as a father who 
has begotten a child, let it be gladdened/)” 

(Sayee, Eihhert Leciures^ p. S36.) 

A Babylonian Brayor* 

‘0 my God who art violent (against me), receive (my 
supplicHtion ). 

O mj Goddess, thou who art fierce (towards me), accept 
(my prayer). 

Accepti my prayer, (may thy liver be quieted), 

O my lord, long-suffering (and) merciful, (may thy heart 

be appea&ed). 

V*j directing unto death that which destroys me, O 
mj Qoi, interpret (the vision). 

O iixy goddessj look upon me and accept m/ prayer. 

May my sin be forgiven, may my tran‘=?gression be cleansed. 
Let the yoke be unbound, the chain be loosed, 
hfay the seven winds carry away my groaning. 

May I strip off my eril so that the bii'd bear (it) up to 
heaven. 

May the fish carry away my trouble, may the river bear 
(it) along. 

May the reptile of the field receive (it) from me; may 
the waters of the river cleanse me as they flow. 
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Make me shine as a mask of gold. 

May I be precious in thy sight as a goblet (?) of glass. 
Bum up (1) my evil, knit together my life ; bind together 
thy altar, that I may set up thine image. 

Let me pass ftota. my evil, and let me be kept with thee. 
Enlighten me and let me dream a favourable dream. 

May the dream that I dream be favourable; may the 
dream that 1 dream, be established. 

Turn the dream that I dream into a blessing. 

May Makhir the god of dreams rest upon my head. 

Yea, let me enter into E-Sagil, the palace of the gods, 
the temple of life. 

To Merodach, the merciful, to blessedness, to prospering 
hands, entrust me. 

Let me exalt thy greatness, let me magnify thy divinity. 
Let the men of my city honour thy mighty deeds.’ 

(Sayce, Stbiert LeclunB, p. 856.) 

A Tedlo Vtayw. 

Big-veda Vll. 89 ; 

1. Let me not yet, 0 Yaruna, enter into the house of 
clay; have mercy, almighty, have mercy! 

2. If I go along trembling, like a cloud driven by 
the wind; have mercy, ahpi^ty, have mercy! 

3. Through want of strength,' thou 8ti‘ong and bright 

god, have I gone to the wrong shore ; have mercy, almighty, 
have mercy! ' i 

4. Thirst came upon the woiahipper, though he 'stood 

in Ihe midst of the waters; have men^, almighty, have 
m«cy: ■ * ■ i* , 

5. Whenevtar we mmt, O TamfM^ eomrait an offence 
before the heamify h(»t;‘ whenever We break the law 
thro^h fhoughtleauiess ; kirt rm not, OGhtd, for this offence 1 

(JL M., HtMbty vfJtmUmt StmAlit XMeratuny pL 840.) 
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Auotbei? T«fllo Prajrer. 

‘Let UB be blessed in thy service, O VaruTia, for we 
always think of thee and praise thee, greeting thee day 
by day, like the fires lighted on the altar, at the approach 
of the rich dawns/ 2. 

‘ O Varu«a, our guide, let us stand in thy keeping, thou 
who art rich in heroes and praised far and wide ! And you, 
unconqueved sons of Aditi, deign to accept us as your friends, 
Ogods!’ 3. 

‘Aditya, the ruler, sent forth these rivers; they follow 
the law of Varuna. They tire not, they cease not ; like birds 
they fly quickly everywhere/ 4. 

‘ Take from me my sin, like a fetter, and we shall increase, 
0 Vartma, the spring of thy law. Let not the thread (of 
life) he out while I weave my song ! Let not the form of the 
workman break before the time ! ’ 5. 

‘ Take far away from me this terror, O Varuna ! Thou, O 
righteous king, have mercy on me ! Like as a rope from a 
calf, remove from me my sin ; for away from thee I am not 
master even of the twinkling of an eye.’ 6. 

‘ Do not strike us, Varuna, with weapons which at thy will 
hurt the evii-doei’ Let us noi. go where the light has 
vanished ! Scatter our enemicti, that we may live/ 
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An Avestic Prayer. 

1. * Blessed is he, blessed is every one, to whom Ahura- 
mazda, ruling by his own will, shall giant the two ever- 
lasting powers (health and immortality). For this very 
good I beseech Thee. Mayest Thou through Thy angel of 
piety, give me happiness, the good true things, and the 
possession of the good mind. 

2. I believe Thee to be the best being of all, the source of 
light for the world. Every one shall believe in Thee as 
the source of light; Thee, O Mazda, most Lencrjccnt spiiitl 
Thou createdst all good true things by means of the pow er 
of Thy good mind at any time, and iiromisedst us a long life. 

4. I will believe Thee to be the poweiful benefactor, O 
Mazda! For Thou givest with Thy hand, filled -stitli helps, 
good to the righteous man, as well as to the wicked, by 
means of the warmth of the fire strengthening the good 
things. For 'this leason the vigour of the good mind has 
fallen to my lot. 

5. Thus I believed in Thee, O Ahiiramazda! as the 
furtheicr of what is good; because I beheld Thee to be the 
primeval cause of life in the creation ; for Thou, who hast 
rewards for deeds and word.s, hast given evil to the bad and 
good to the good. I will believe in Thee, 0 Ahura ! in the 
last period of the world. 

6. In whatever period of my life I believed in Thee, O 

Mazda, munificent spirit! in that Thou earnest with wealth, 
and with the good min'd through whose actions our settle- 
ments thrive * 

(M. Ilaug, E$sa]^s on the PatuSy p. 155 scq., from Yasna XLIIl. 

1-6 ; BOO also Mills, /S. B. E., voL xxxi. p. 98.) 
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Verses from SSoroaster’s <}itlias. 

‘ This I ask Thee, O Ahura ! tell me aright : When praise 
is to be offered, how (shall I complete) the praise of One 
like You, 0 Mazda 1 Let one like Thee declare it earnestly 
to the friend who is such as I, thus tluough Thy righteous- 
ness to offer friendly help to us, so that One like Thee may 
diaw near us through Thy good mind. 1. 

This I ask Thee, O Ahura ^ tell me aright : Who by genera- 
tion was the first father of the righteous order i Who gave 
the (recurring) sun and stars their (undeviating) way i Who 
established that whereby the moon waxes, and whereby she 
wanes, save Thee ? These things, 0 Great Creator ! would I 
know, and others likewise still. 3. 

This I ask Thee, O Ahura ! tell me aright : Who from 
beneath hath sustained the earth and the clouds above that 
they do not fall t Who made the watei s and the plants ? Who 
to the wind has yoked on the storm-clouds, the swift and 
fleetest 1 Who, O Great Creator 1 is the inspirer of the good 
thoughts (within our souls) ? 4. 

This I ask Thee, 0 Ahura ! tell me aright : Who, as a 
skilful artizan, hath made the lights and the darkness 1 
Who, as thus skilful, has made sleep and the zest (of waking 
hours) t Who spread the dawms, the noontides, and the mid- 
night, monitors to discerning (man), duty’s true (guides) ? 5. 

This I ask Thee, C Ahura ! tell me aright : These things 
which I shall speak forth, if they are truly thus. Doth the 
piety (which we cherish) increase in reality the sacred 
orderliness within our actions? To these Thy true saints 
hath she given the realm through the Good Mind. For 
whom hast Thou made the mother-kine, the producer of 

joy i 6. 

This I ask Thee, O Ahura! tell me aright, that I may 
ponder these which are Thy revelations, 0 Mazda ! and the 

Ca 
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words which were a&hed (of TI:ee) by Thy Good Jlind (within 
ns), ana that whereby we may attain through Thine order, 
to this life's perfection. Yea, how may my soul with joy- 
fulness increase in goodness I Let it thus be. 8. 

This I ask Thee, O Ahura ! tell us aright : How shall I 
banish this Demon of the Lie from us hence to those beneath 
who are filled with rebellion ? The friends of righteousness 
(as it lives in Thy saints) gain no light (fiom their teachings), 
noi* have they io%"ed the questions which Thy Good Mind 
(asks in the soul)/ IS. 

(Yaana XLIY : L. H. Mills, S. B. B., toL xxxL pp. 111 seq.) 


CMna«6 IPrayar. SBanperor*® IPrayer. 

*To Thee, 0 uiysteriously-working I loolc up in 

thought. How imperial is the expansive arch, where Thru 
dwellest . . . Thy seiwant, I am but a or willow; ir^y 
heart is but as that of an ant; yet have I rec^uved Thy 
favouring deciec, appointing me to the govei^rmciii of the 
em])ire. I deeply cheii^-h a sense cf my ignorance and blind- 
ness, and am ah aid lest I prove unworthy of dliy great 
favours. Therefore will I observe all the rules and statute®, 
striving, insignificant as I am, t) discharge my kyal duty. 
Far distant here, I look up to Thy heavenly palace Come 
in Thy pieoious chariot to the akar. Thy Gsrvrnt, I bow^ 
my head to the caith, reverently expecting Thine abundant 
grace. All my officers are here arranged along with 
joyfully ^vorshlpping before Thee. All the spirits 
pany Thee as giuudb, (fiiluig the air) Irom the East to the 
West. Thy servant, I prostrate myself to meet Thee, and 
reverently look up for Thy coniog, O god, O tlia? Thoa 
wouldest vouchsafe fo accept our cffeiiiig^, and reg‘:;r*il 
while thus we worship Thee, whole goodness is 
tibler 
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' Tliou hast vouchsafed, O God, to hear us, for Thou 
regardest as as a Father. I, Thy child, dull and unen- 
lightened, am unable to show forth my dutiful feelings. I 
thank Tliee that Thou hast accepted the intiination, 
Honoiu’ahlo is Thy great name. With reveixoce we spread 
out these gems and silks, and, as swallows rejoicing in the 
spring, praise Thiue abundant love.' 

(From tlip Imperial Prayer-hook in the liiaeoftheEinperjrKea- 

tfeing. See James Legge, On the No:iom of Cl mesa commung God and 
hpintSj Hoiig-koiigj 1852, p. 24. 11*6 date of tlu:. prayer is modein.) 

Mokaisimeclasi Barof^ssicsL 

Qur’an, II. 255-256 ; 

‘ O ye who belie% e ! expend in alms of what we have be- 
stowed upon you, before the day comes in which is no barter, 
and no friendship, and no intercession; and the misbelievers, 
they are the unjust. 

God, there is no god but He, the living, the self-sub- 
sistent. Slumber takes Him not, nor sleep. His is what is 
in the heavens and what is in the earth. Who is it that 
intercedes with Him save by His permission? He knows 
what is before them and what behind them, and they com- 
prehend not aught of his knowledge but of what He pleases. 
His throne extends over the heavens and the earth, and it 
tires Him not to guard them both, for He is high and grand.' 

(Palmer, S. B. B., vi. S9 saq.) 

SEodern Hindu Prayer. 

1 . ‘ Whatsoever hatli been made, God made. Whatsoever is 
to be made, God will make. TlYhatsdever is, God maketb, — 
then why do any of ye afflict yourselves 1 

2. Dadu sayeth, Thou, O God ! art the author of all 
things which have been made, and from thee will originate 
all things which are to be made. Thou art the maker, and 
the cause of all things made. There is none other but Thee. 
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S'. He is my God, who maketh all things perfect. Meditate 
upon him in whose hands are life and death. 

4. He is my God, who created heaven, earth, hell, and the 
intermediate space; who is the beginning and end of all 
creation ; and who provideth for all. 

5. I believe that God made man, and that he maketh 
everytliing. He is my friend. 

6. Let faith in God characterize all your thoughts, words, 
and actions. He who serveth God, places confidence in 
nothing else. 

7. If the remembrance of God be in your hearts, ye will 
be able to accomplish things which are impracticable. But 
those who seek the paths of God are few 1 

8. He who unjderstandeth howto render his calling sinless, 
shall be happy in that calling, provided he be with God. 

9. 0 foolish one ! God is not far from you. He is near 
you. You are ignorant, but he knoweth everything, and 
is careful in bestowing. 

10. Whatever is the will of God, will assuredly happen; 
therefore do not destroy yourselves by anxiety, but listen. 

11. Adversity is- good, if on account of God; but it is 
useless to jiain the body. Without God, the comforts of 
wealth are unprofitable. 

12. He that believeth not in the one God, hath an un- 
settled mind; he will be in sorrow, though in the pos- 
session of riches : but God is without price. 

13. God is my clothing and my dwelling. He is my 
ruler, my body, and my soul. 

14. God ever fostereth his creatures; even as a mother 
sei ves her offspritig^^’tod ke^ipeth it from harm. 

15. O God, thou who art the truth, grant me content- 
ment, love, devotion, and faith. Thy servant Dadu prayeth 
for true patience, and that he may be devoted to thee,’ 

(Verses from Oadu, the founder of the Badupanthi sect, about 
1600 AD.) 
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I confess that my heart beats with joy whenever I 
meet with such utterances in the Sacred Books of the 
East. A sudden brightness seems to spread over the 
darkest valleys of the eai^th. We learn that no human 
soul was ever quite forgotten, and that there are no 
clouds of superstition through which the rays of 
eternal truth cannot pierce. S uch moments are the best 
rewards to the student of the religions of the world — 
they are moments of true revelation, revealing the fact 
that God has not forsaken any of his children, if only 
they feel after Him, if haply they may find him. I 
am quite aware how easy it is. to find fault with these 
childish gropings, and how readily people join in a 
laugh when some strange and to us grotesque expres- 
sion is pointed out in the prayers of the old world. 
We know how easy it is to pass from the sublime to 
the ridiculous, and nowhere is this more the case than 
in religion. Perhaps Jel^leddin’s lesson in his Mesnevi 
may not be thrown away even on modern scofiers. 

SCoses and tlie Shepherd. 

Moses once heard a shepherd praying as follows : 
‘ O God, show me where Thou art, that I may become 
Thy servant. I will clean Thy shoes and comb Thy 
hair, and sew Thy clotiies, and fetch Thee milk.’ 
When Moses heard him praying in this senseless 
manner, he rebuked him, saying, ‘O foolish one, 
though your father was a Mussulman, you have be- 
come an infidel. God is a Spirit, and needs not such 
gross ministrations as, in your ignorance, you suppose.’ 
The shepherd was abashed at his rebuke, and tore his 
clothes and, fled away into the desert. Then a voice 
from heaven was heard, saying, ‘ 0 Moses, whcrefcare 
have you driven away my servant? Your office is to 
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reconcile my people ■with me, not to dri've them away 
fiom me. I have given to each race different usages 
and fortns of praising and adoring me. I have no 
need of their praises, being exalted above all such 
needs. I regard not the words that are spoken, but 
the heart that offers them. I do not require fine 
words, but a burning heart. Men’s ways of showing de- 
votion to me are various, but so long as the devotions 
are genuine, they are accepted.’ ” 

Advantages of a Comparative Study of Beliglons. 

I have never disguised my conviction that a com- 
parative study of the religions of the world, so far 
fiom undermining the faith in our own religion, serves 
only to make us see more clearly what is the distinctive 
and essential character of Christ’s teaching, and helps 
us to discover the strong roek on which the Christian 
as well as every other religion must be founded. 

But as a good general, if be wishes to defend a 
fortress, has often to insist that the surrounding villas 
and pleasure gi-ounds should be razed, so as not to 
serve as a protection to the enemy, those also who 
wish to defend the stronghold of thoir own religion 
have often to insist on destroj'ing the outlying in- 
ti encliments and i.soless ramparts which, though they 
inay be dear to many from long association, offer no 
leal security, nay, are dangerous as lending a support 
to the enemy, that is to say, to those who try to sap 
the lock on which all true religion, call it natural or 
supeinatural, must be founded. 

It is quite true, for instance, that the fact that we 
meet with so-called miracles in almost every religion, 
cannot hut tell upon us and change our very concep- 
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tion of a miracle. If Comparative Theology has taught 
us anything, it has taught us that a belief in miracles, 
so far from being impossible, is almost inevitable, and 
that it springs everywhere from the same source, a 
deep veneration felt by men, women, and children 
for the founders and teachers of their religion. This 
gives to all miracles a new, it may be, ^ more profound 
meaning. It relieves us at once from the never-ending 
discussions of what is possible, probable, or real, of 
what is rational, irrational, natural, or supernatural. It 
gives us true mira, instead of small miracula, it makes 
us honest towards ourselves, and honest towards the 
founder of our own religion. It places us in a new and 
real world where all is miraculous, all is admirable, 
but where there is no room for small surprises, a world 
in which no sparrow can fall to the ground vrithout the 
J'ather, a world of faith, and not of sight’‘. If we 
compare the treatment which miracles received from 
Hume with the treatment which they now receive from 
students of Comparative Theology, we see that, after 
all, the world is moving, nay even the theological world. 
Few only will now deny that Christians can be Chris- 
tians without what was called a belief in miracles; 
nay, few will deny that they are better Christians 
without, than with that belief. What the students 
of Comparative Theology take away with one hand, 
they restore a hundredfold with the other. That in 
our time a man like Professor Huxley should have 
had to waste his time on disproving the miracle of 
the Gergesenes by scientific arguments, will rank 
heieafter as one of the most curious survivals in the 
history of theology. 

‘ Sec some excellent remarks on tins point in the Kev. Ckarles 
Goie’s Ba77\pton Lsetum^ p. 130, 
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When delivering these lectures, I confess that what 
I feared far more than the taunts of those who, like 
Henry VIII, call themselves the defenders of the faith, 
were the suspicions of those who might doubt my 
perfect fairness and impartiality in defending Chris- 
tianity by showing |how, if only properly understood, 
it is infinitely superior to all other religions. A good 
cause and a sacred cause does not gain, it is only 
damaged, by a dishonest defence, and I do not blame 
those who object to a Christian Advocate, an office till 
lately maintained at Cambridge, pleading the cause of 
Christianity against all other religions. It is on that 
account that th^ attacks of certain Christian Divines 
have really been most welcome to me, for they have 
shown at all events that I hold no brief from them, 
and that if I and those who honestly share my con- 
victions claim a perfect right to the name of Chris- 
tians, we do so with a good conscience. We have sub- 
jected Christianity to the severest criticism and have 
not found it wanting. We have done what St. Paul 
exhorts every Christian to do, we have proved every- 
thing, we have not been afraid to compai*e Christianity 
with any other religion, and if we have retained it, we 
have done so, because we found it best. All religions, 
Christianity not excepted, seem really to have suffered 
far more from their defenders than from their assail- 
ants, and I certainly know no greater danger to 
Christianity than that contempt of Natural Religion 
which has of late been expressed with so much vio- 
lence by those who have so persistently attacked both 
the founder of this lectureship on Natural Religion 
and the lecturers, nay even those who have ventured 
to attend their lectures. 



LECTURE n. 

THE TBXJE VALUE OF THE SACRED BOOKS 
EXAMINED. 

Historical Boonmeuts for Studyintr tbe Origin of BeUglon. 

O RIENTAL scholars have often been charged with 
exaggerating the value of the Sacred Books 
of the E.,3t for studying the origin and growth of 
religion. It cannot be denied that these books are 
much less perfect than we could wish them to be. 
They are poor fragments only, and the time when 
they were collected and reduced to writing is in 
most cases far removed from the date of their original 
composition, still more from the times which they 
profess to describe. All this is true ; but my critics 
ought to have known that, so far from wishing to 
hide these facts, I have myself been the first to call 
attention to them again and again. Wherever we 
meet with a religion, it has always long passed its 
childhood; it is generally full-grown, and presup- 
poses a past which is far beyond the reach of any 
historical plummet. Even with regard to modern 
religions, such as Christianity and Islam, we know 
very little indeed about their real historical begin- 
nings or antecedents. Though we may know their 
cradle and those who stood around it, the powerful 



28 


LEOTUBE ir. 


personality of the founders seems in each case to have 
overshadowed all that was around and before them ; 
niy, it may sometimes have been the object of their 
disciples and immediate followers to represent the new 
religion as entirely new, as really the creation of one 
mind, though no historical religion can ever be that ; 
and to ignore all historical influences that are at 
work in forming the mind of the real founder of an 
historical religion^. With regard to more ancient 
religions, we hardly ever reach their deepest springs, 
as little as we can hope to reach the lowest strata 
of ancient languages. And yet religion, like language, 
exhibits everywhere the clear traces of historical an- 
tecedents and of a continuous development. 

Kellgions 

It has been my object in my former lectures to 
show that there is but one way by which we may 
get, so to say. behind that phase of a religion which 
is represented to us in its sacred or canonical books. 
Some of the most valuable historical documents of 
religion lie really imbedded in the language of re- 
ligion, in the names of the various deities, and in the 
name which survives in the end as that of the one 
true God. Certain expressions for sacrifice also, for 
sin, for breath and soul and all the rest, disclose occa- 
sionally some of the religious thoughts of the people 
among whom these Sacred Books grew up. I have 
also tried to show how much may be gained by a 
comparison of these ancient religious terminologies, 
and how more particularly the religious terminology 

' See Kuenen, Hibiert Lectures, p. 189 seq. 
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of ancient India sheds the most welcome light on 
many of the religious expressions that have become 
obscure or altogether unmeaning even in Greek and 
Latin. 

How should we have known that Zeus meant 
originally the bright light of the sky, and that deus 
was at first an adjective meaning bright, but for the 
evidence supplied to us in the Veda?| This lesson 
of Zeus or Jupiter cannot be dinned too often into 
the ears of the incredulous, or rather the ignorant, 
who fail to see that the Pantheon of Zeus cannot be 
separated from Zeus himself, and that the other Olym- 
pian gods must have had the same ph3’sical beginnings 
as Zeus, the father of gods and men. There are still a 
few unbelievers left who shake their wise heads when 
They are told that Eriuys meant the dawn, Agni 
fire, and Marut or Mars the storm wind, quite as cei'- 
tainly as that Eos meant the dawn, Helios the sun, 
and Sol one the moon. If they did not, what did 
these names mean, unless they meant nothing at all! 

When we have once gained in this, the earliest 
germinal stage of religious thought and language, a 
real hiaioxical backgi'oond for the religions of India, 
Greece, and Some, we have learnt a lesson which we 
may dafeiy apply to other religions also, though no 
doubt with certain modifications, namely that there 
is a meaning in every divine name, and that an 
intimate relation exists between a religion and the 
language in which it was born and sent out into 
the world. When that is dene, we may proceed to 
the Sacred Books and collect from them as much in- 
formation as we can eonceming the great religions of 
the world in their subsequent historical development. 
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IdUvBxy Bocnments. 

And here, whatever may be said to the contrary, 
we have nothing more important, nothing that can 
more safely be relied upon than the literary docu- 
ments which some of the ancient religions of the 
world have left us, and which weri recognised as 
authoritative by the ancients themselves. These 
materials have become accessible of late years only, 
and it has been my object, with the assistance of some 
of my friends, to bring out a very large collection 
of translations of these Sacred Books of the East. 
That collection amounts now to forty-two volumes, 
and will in future enable every student of Comparative 
Theology to judge for himself of the true nature of the 
religious beliefs of the principal nations of antiquity. 

Xfodaxn Date of Baoxed Books. 

If people like to call these books modern, let them 
do 80, but let them remember that at all events there 
is nothing more ancient in any literature. In almost 
every country it may be said that the history of 
literature begins with Sacred Books, nay, that the very 
idea of literature took its origin from these Sacred 
Books. Literature, at least a written literature, and, 
most of all, a literature in alphabetic writing is, 
according to its very nature, a very modem inven- 
tion. There can be no doubt that the origin of all 
the ancient religions of the world goes back to a 
time when writing for literary purposes was as yet 
entirely unknown. I still hold that book- writing or 
writing for literary purposes does not appear any- 
where in the history of the world much before the 
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seventh century B.C. I knovr that I stand almost 
alone in dating the existence of a written literature, 
of real books that were meant to be read by the 
people at large, from so late a period. But I do 
not know of any facts that enable us to speak with 
confidence of a IHer^^ture, in the true sense of the 
word, before that date, I have been told that the 
very latest date unanimously assigned by all com- 
petent Semitic scholars to the E documents of the 
O.T. is 750 B.C. But no one has sho.wn in what alpha- 
bet, nay, even in what dialect they were then written. 
I have been reminded also of the much earlier date of 
an Egyptian and Babylonian literature, but I thought 
I had carefully guai’ded against such a reminder, 
by speaking of books in alphabetic writing only. 
Books presuppose the existence not only of people 
who can write, but likewise of people who can read, 
and their number in the year 750 B.C. must have 
been very small indeed. 

To those who are not aerjuainted with the powers 
of the human memory when well disciplined, or rather 
when not systematically ruined, as ours has been, it 
may seem almost incredible that so much of the 
ancient traditional literature should have been com- 
posed, and should have survived during so many 
centuries, before it was finally consigned to writing. 
Still we have got so far, that e-^erybody now admits 
that, the poets of the Veda did not write their hymns, 
and that Zoroaster did not leave any written documents. 
There is no word for writing in the Veda, neither is 
there, as Dr. Haug {Essays on the Parsis, p. 136 n.) 
has shown, in the Avesta. I have myself pointed out 
how familiar the idea of writing seems to have been to 



as 


LECTUKE II. 


the authors of some of the books of the Old Testament, 
and how this affects the date of these books. 

We read in the First Book of Kings iv. 3, of scribes 
and reOorders at the court of King Solomon, and the 
same officers are mentioned again in 2 Kings xviii. 18, 
at the court of Hczekiah, while in the reign of Josiah 
we actually read of the discovery of the Book of the 
Law. But we find the same anachronisms elsewhere. 
Thrones and sceptres are ascribed to kings who never 
had them, and in the ShA,hnS,meh (910, 5) we read of 
Feridun as having not only built a fire-temple in 
Baikend, but as having deposited there a copy of the 
Avesta written in golden (cuneiform letters. Kir- 
jath-sepher, the city of letters, mentioned in the Book 
of Joshua XV. 15, refers probably to some inscription, 
in the neighbourhood, not to books. 

Of Buddha also it may now be asserted without fear 
of contradiction that he never left any MSS. of his 
discourses^. If it lied been otherwise, it would cer- 
tainly have been mentioned, as so many less important 
things concerning Buddha’s daily life and occupations 
have been mentioned in the Buddhist canon. And 
although to us it may seem almost impossible that 
long compositions in poetry, nay even in prose, 
should have been and haaJod down by 

oral tradition only, it is important to observe that 
the ancient^ themselves never express any surprise 
at the extraordinary achievoments of the human 
memory, whereas the very idea of an alphabet, of 
alphabetic writing, or of paper and ink, is entirely 
absent from their minds. 

J readily admit therefoie that whatever we possess 

^ See JBttddh%smus, voa Wassiljew. 247* 
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of sacred literature in writing is comparatively 
modern; also that it represents a very small por- 
tion only of what originally existed. We know that 
even after a book had been written, the danger of 
loss was by no means past. We know how much of 
Greek and Latin literature that was actually consigned 
to writing has been lost. Aeschylus is said to have 
composed ninety plays. We possess MSS. of seven 
only. And what has become of the works of Berosus, 
Manetho, Sanchoniathan ? What of the complete 
MSS. of PolybiuSj Diodorus Siculus, Dionysius of 
Halicarnassus, Dio Cassius ? what of those of Livy 
and Tacitus 1 

If therefore people will have it that what we possess 
of sacred books is modern, I do not object, if only 
they will define what they mean by modern. And 
if they insist on calling what has been saved out of 
the general shipwreck mere flotsam and jetsam, we 
need not quari'el about such names. Much has been 
lost of the ancient literary monuments of almost 
every religion, but that makes what is left all the 
more valuable to us. 

Fragmentary Cliaracter of ttie Sacred Books of India. 

In Sanskrit literature we frequently meet with 
references to lost books. It is not an uncommon 
practice in theological controversy in India to appeal 
to lost ^^khS,s of the Veda, particularly when customs 
for which there is no authority in the existing Vedas 
have to be defended. When, for instance, European 
scholars had proved that there was no authority for 
the burning of widows in the Veda, as known to us, 
native scholars appealed to lost /Sikh&s of the Veda 
(4) D 
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in support of this cruel custom. However, native 
casuists themselves have supplied us with the right 
answer to this kind of argument. They call it ‘ the 
argument of the skull,’ and they remark with great 
shrewdness that you might as well bring a skull into 
court as a witness, aa appeal to a lost chapter of 
the Veda in support of any pievailing custom or 
doctrine, ^^kh^ means a branch, and as the Veda 
is often represented as a tree, a Skhhk of the Veda 
is what we also might call a branch of the Veda. 

We must not imagine, however, that what we now 
possess of Vedic literature is all that ever existed, or 
that it can give us anything like a complete image of 
Vedic religion. 

The Buddhists are likewise in the habit of speaking 
of some of the words or sayings of Buddha as being 
lost, or not recorded. 

In the Old Testament we have the well-known 
allusions to the Book of dasher (2 Sam. i. 18), and 
the Wars of God (Num. xxi. I t), the Chronicles of 
David, and the Acts of Solomon, which prove the 
former existence, if not of books, at least of popular^ 
songs and legends under those titles. 

And with regard to the Now Testament also, not 
only does St. Luke tell us that ‘ many had taken in 
hand to draw up a narrative concerning those matters 
which have been fulfilled among us, even as they 
delivered them unto us, which from the beginning 
were eyewitnesses and ministers of the word,’ but 
we know that there existed in the early centuries 
other Gospels and other Epistles which have either 
been lost or have been declarevi apocryphal by later 
authorities, such as the Gospels according to the 
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Hebrews aad the Egyptians, the Acts of Andrew, 
John, and Thomas, the Epistles of St. Paul to the 
Laodiceans, the Epistles of Barnabas and of St. 
Clement, &c.^ We read besides, at the end of the 
Fourth Gospel, that ‘there wei'e also many other 
things which Jesus did, the which, if they should bo 
written every one, I suppose that even the world 
itself would not contain the books that should be 
written.’ This may be an exaggeration, but it ought 
to be at the same time a warning against the supposi- 
tion that the New Testament can ever give us a com- 
plete account of the religious teaching of Christ. 

Xioss of the Sacred Mterattire of Persia. 

There is no religion, however, where we can study 
the loss of a great portion of its sacred literature so 
closely as in the religion of Zoroaster and his disciples, 
and it is well that we should learn a lesson from it. 
What by a very erroneous name we call the Zend 
Avesta is a book of very moderate dimensions. I 
explained to you, I believe, in a former lecture, why 
Zend Avesta is an erroneous name. The Persians call 
their sacred writings not Zend Avesta, but Avesta 
Zend, or in Pehlevi Avistdk va Zand, and this 
me.'tn« «impiy text and commentaiy. Avesta Is the 
text, Zend the commentary. Avesta is probably 
derived from vid, to know, from which, you may 
remember, we have also the name Veda^. But 
§,vesta is a participle passive, originally a -i- vista 
(for vid-ta), and meant thei'efore what is known or 

^ See J. E. Carpenter, TJie First Three Qo^ts^ p. S 

2 Oppoii Asiat . 1872, MareL) cumpaies llte old Pci aian 
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what has been made known, while Zend is derived 
from the Aryan root *zeno, to know, in Sanskrit 
ghk, Greek yi-yvo^-o-Kw, and meant therefore originally 
likewise knowledge or understanding of. the Avesta. 
While avista was used as the name of Zarathushtra’s 
ancient teachings, Zend was applied to all later 
explanations of those sacred texts, and particularly 
to the translations and explanations of the old text 
in Pehlevi or Pahlavi, the Persian language as 
spoken in the Sassanian kingdom. In spite of this, 
it has become the custom to call the ancient language 
of Zarathushtra Zend, literally, commentary, and to 
speak of what is left us of the sacred code of the 
Zoroastrians as the Zend Avesta. This is one of 
those mistakes which it will be difficult to get rid 
of; scholars seem to have agreed to accept it as 
inevitable, and they wiU probably continue to speak 
of the Zend Avesta, and of the Zend language. Some 
writers, who evidently imagine that Zoroaster wor- 
shipped the fire instead of Ormazd, his supreme deity, 
and who suppose that Vesta was originally a deity 
of the fire, have actually gone so far as to spell Zenda 
Vesta as if Vesta was the name of the sacred fire of the 
Parsis. If we wish to be correct, we should speak of 
the Avesta as the ancient texts of Zarathushtra, and 
we should caU Zend all that has been written at a 
later time, whether in the ancient Avestic language 
or in Pehlevi, by way of translation and interpreta- 
tion of the Avesta. This Pehlevi is simply the old 
name for the Persian language, and there can be little 
doubt that Pehlevi, which is the Persian name for 
what is ancient, was derived from pahlav, a hero- 
warrior, which pahlav again is a regular inodification 
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of parthav, the name of the Parthians who were the 
rulers of Persia for nearly five hundred years (256 
B. 0.-226 A.D.). But though Pehlevi would thus seem 
to mean thg language of the Parthians, it is really 
the name of the Persian language, as spoken in Persia 
when under Parthian rule. It is an .^yan language 
written in a peculiar Semitic alphabet mid mixed 
with many Semitic words. The first traces of Pehlevi 
have been discovered on coins referred to the third 
or fourth century B.c., possibly even on some tablets 
found in Nineveh, and ascribed to the seventh century 
B.O. (Haug’s Essays, p. 81). We find Pehlevi written 
in two alphabets, as in the famous inscriptions of 
H&jiS>bM (third century A.D.), found near the ruins of 
Persepolish Besides the language of the Avesta, 
which we call Zend, and the language of the glosses 
and translations, which we call Pehlevi, there is the 
Pazend, originally not the name of a language, as 
little as Zend was, but the name of a commentary on 
a commentary. There are such Pazends written in 
Avestic® or in Pehlevi. But when used as the name of a 
language, Pazend means mediaeval Iranian, used chiefly 
in the transcriptions of Pehlevi texts, written either 
in Avestic or Persian characters, and freed from all 
Semitic iugredients. In fact the language of the 
great epic poet Firdusi (1000 a.d.) does not differ 
much from that of Pazend ; and both are the lineal 
descendants of Pehlevi and ancient Persian. 

One thing, however, is quite certain, namely, that 
the sacred literature which once existed in these three 

^ See Hang, 1. c. p. 87, and Fiiediich Muller, Die PaMawi Inschriflm 
ton Hadsidbdd, 

“ Hang, 1. c. p. 122. 
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successive languages, Avestic, Pelilevi, and Pazend, 
must have been iniinitely larger than what we now 
possess. 

It is important to observe that the existence of this 
much larger ancient sacred literature in Persia was 
known even to Greeks and Homans, such as Her- 
mippos who wrote his book ‘ On the Magi ’ while 
residing at Smyrna. He lived in the middle of the 
third century B.o. Though this book is lost, it is 
quoted by Plutarch, Diogenes Laertius, and Pliny. 
Pliny (if. if. xxx. 3) tells us that Hermippos studied 
the books of Zoroaster, which were then said to 
comprise two millions of lines. Even so late an 
authority as Abu Jafir Attavari (an Arabic historian) 
assures us that Zoroaster’s writings covered twelve 
hundred cowhides (parchments). 

These statements of classical writers are confirmed 
to a great extent by the traditions current among the 
followera of Zoroaster in Persia, who agree in accusing 
Alexander the Great of having destroyed or carried 
off their sacred MSS. We read in the Dinkarc? (West, 
p. 412) that the fii-st collection of the sacred texts of 
Zoroaster took place at the^ time of Vistasp, the 
mythical ruler who accepted the religion of Zoroaster. 
Afterwards, we are told, D^M commanded that two 
complete copies of the whole Avesta, and Zend should 
be preserved, one in the treasury of Shapig^n, and 
one in the fortress of written documents. This DlirM 
is likewise more or less mythical, but he is generally 
considered by the Persian poets as the predecessor of 
Alexander. We are on more historical ground when 
we are told in the Dinkard (West, p. xxxi) that the 

^ Diogenes Laertius, Prooem, 6, 
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MS. wMeh was in the fortress of documents came to 
be burnt, while that in the treasury of Shapigin fell 
’Tito the hands of the Greeks and was translated by or 
for Alexander into the Greek language, as ‘ information 
connected with ancient times.’ Now the fact that the 
Koyal Palace at Persepolis was burnt by Alexander 
in a drunken frolic is confirmed by Greek historians, 
though nothing is said by them of a Greek translation 
of the Avestie writings. It is quite possible, however, 
that Hermippos had before him the very MS. that 
h§,d been carried away from the treasury of Shapig&n 
by Alexander’s soldiers. 

We hear nothing racre shout the Avesta till we 
come to the time of Yaikhas, evidently a Vologeses, 
possibly V ologeses I, the contemporary of N ero. Though 
he was a Parthian ruler, we are told in the Dinkar<Z 
that he ordered ‘ the careful preservation and making 
of memoranda for the royal city, of the Avesta and 
Zend as it had purely come unto them, and also of 
whatever instruction, due to it, had remained written 
about, as well as deliverable by the tongue through a 
high-priest, in a scattered state in the country of 
IrS.n, owing to the ravages and devastations of Alex- 
ander, and the cavalry and infantry of the Arfimans 
(Greeks).’ 

Whatever the exact meaning of these words may 
be, they clearly imply that an attempt had been made, 
even before the rise of the Sassanian dynasty, to 
collect what could still be collected of the old sacred 
writings, either from scattered fragments of MSS. or 
from oral tradition. It does not appear that any 
attempt of the same kind had been made before that 
time, and after the devastations ascribed to Alexandei:. 
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It does not seem to me to follow that, as M. Dar- 
mesteter suggests {S. B. E. iv, Introd.), the Parthian 
rulers had actually embraced Zoroastrianism as the 
state-religion of their kingdom. That was reserved for 
the Sassanians. But it shows at all events that they 
valued the ancient faith of their subjects, and it is 
a fact that some of the Philhellenic Parthian princes 
had actually adopted it. 

The real revival, however, of Zoroastrianism as the 
national religion of Persia and the final constitution 
of the Avestic canon were due, no doubt, to the 
Sassanians. We read in the Dinkarc? that Arta- 
' kshatar (Ardeshir), the son of PUpak, king of kings 
(a.d. 226-240), summoned Tdsar and other priests to 
the capital to settle the true doctrine of the old 
religion. His son, Shahpuhar (a. d. 240-271), followed 
his example, and brought together a number of secular 
m-itings also, scattered about, as we are told, in the 
country, in India, Greece, and elsewhere, and ordered 
their collocation with the Avesta. After that a correct 
copy was deposited once more in the treasury of 
ShapigA.n. 

Shahpuhar II (Sapores), the son of Afiharmazd 
(a.d. 309-379), seems to have don6 for the Avestic 
religion very much what Constantinei was doing about 
the same time for Christianity. He convoked a 
‘ tribunal for the controversy of the inhabitants of all 
regions, and brought' all statements to proper con- 
sideration and investigation.’ The heresy with which 
Shahpuhar H and AthrpM had to deal was probably 
that of Manichaeism. The doctrines of M^ni had 
been spreading so widely during the third century 
that even a king, Shahpuhar I, was supposed to have 
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embraced them. Thus while Constantine and Atha- 
nasius settled the orthodox doctrines of Christianity at 
Nicaea, 325 A.D.j Shahpuhar 11 and AthrpM, the son of 
M&raspand, were engaged in Persia in extinguishing the 
heresy of Mini and restoring Mazdaism to its original 
purity. The collecting of the Nasks and the num- 
bering of them as twenty-one, is ascribed to AttlrpM. 
Prof. Darmesteter (Introd. p. xxxix) supposes that at 
his time it was still possible to make additions to the 
Avestic texts, and he points out passages in the 
Vendldld which may have reference to the schism of 
Mini, if not even to Christianity, as known in the 
East. 

At a still later time, under Khhsrbi (Khosroes), 
called Andsharuvln, the son of Kavld (a.D. 531-579), 
we read that new heresies had to be suppressed, and 
that a new command was given for ‘the proper con- 
sideration of the Avesta and Zend of the primitive 
Magian statements.’ 

Soon after followed the Arab conquest, when we 
are told that the archives and treasures of the realm 
were once more devastated. Still the Mohammedan 
conquerors seem to have been far less barbarous than 
Alexander and his Greek soldiers, for when, after the 
lapse of three centuries, a new effort was made to 
collect the Avestic writings, Athr-fambagi Farukho- 
zldln was able to make a very complete collection of 
the ancient Nasks. Nay, even at the end of the ninth 
century, when another high-priest, Athrp&d, the son 
of Himid, the author, or, at aU events, the finisher of 
the DinkarcZ, made a final collection of the Avesta 
and Zend, MSS. of all the Nasks seem to have been 
forthcoming with very few exceptions, whether in the 
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ancient Avestic language or in Pelilevij so that AtijU’pS,d 
could give in his DinkarcZ an almost complete ac- 
count of the Zoroastrian religion and its sacred 
literature. According to some authoj-ities it •was 
Athr-fambagi Farukho-zM^ -who began the Dinkard^, 
while Athrpid, the son of Himid, finished it. This 
would place the work het'ween 830 and 890 A.D. 
AtfirpM, or -whoever he was, speaks of the twenty-one 
Nasks or hooks of the Avesta, as if he had read them 
either in the original language or in their Pehlevi 
translation. The only Nask he failed to obtain was 
the Yastag Nask, and the Pehlevi version of theNMar 
Nask. We owe all this information partly to Dr. Haug, 
partly to Dr. West, who has recovered large portions 
of the MS. of the D!nkar<^ and translated them in 
volume xsxvii of the Sacred Books of the East. 

Of these twenty-one Nasks -which, since the days 
of AtfirpM, the son of MAraspand, constituted the 
Avestic canon, and which are reckoned to have con- 
sisted of 345,700 words in Zend, and of 3,094,200 
words of Pehlevi (West, 1. c. p. xlv), three only, the 
14th, 19th, and Slst, have been saved complete. We 
are told in one of the Persian Piv§,yat8 [S. B. E. xxxvii. 
p. 437), that even at the time when the first attempt 
was made to collect the sacred Literature which had 
escapled the soldiers of Alexander, portions only of 
each Nask were forthcoming, and none in its original 
completeness, except the Y IndM, i. e. the Y endidM. If 
we could trust to this statement, it would prove that 
the division in the Nasks existed even before the time 
of AtfirpM, the son of M^raspand (325 A.D.), and was 
possibly of Achaemenian origiia. 

There are fragments of some other Nasks in exist- 
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ence, such as the Vist4sp sSst6, HM6khtb and BakS, 
but what the Parsis now consider as their sacred 
canon, consists, besides the Yendidad, of no more than 
the Yasna, Yispered, Y’ashts, &c., which contain the 
bulk of the two*other extant Nasks, the St6d and 
Bak^n Yashts. 

The YendidM contains religious laws and old 
legends. The Yispered contains litanies, chiefly for 
the celebration of the six season-festivals, the so-called 
Gah&nbS,rs. The Yasna also contains litanies, but its 
most important portion consists of the famous Glithas 
(stem g4th&, nom. sing. gMha), metrical portions, 
written in a more ancient dialect, probably the oldest 
nucleus round which all the rest of the Avestic litera- 
ture gathered. The Githas are found in the Yasna, 
xxviii-xxxiv, xliii-xlvi, xlvii-l, li, and liii. Each of 
these three collections, the YendidM, Yispered, and 
Yasna, if they are copied singly, are generally accom- 
panied by a Pehlevi translation and glosses, the so- 
called Zend, But if they are all copied together, 
according to the order in which they are required 
for liturgical purposes, they are without the Pehlevi 
translation, and the whole collection is then called the 
YendidAd SMah, i.e. the Yendid§,d pure and simple; 
i. e. without commentary. 

The remaining fragments are comprehended under 
the name of Khorda Avesta or Small Avesta. They 
consist chiefly of prayers such as the five Gih, the 
Sir&zeh, the three Afring§,n, the five NyS,yish, the 
Yashts, lit. acts of worship, hymns addressed to the 
thirty Izads, of which twenty only have been pre- 
served, and some other fragments, for instance, the 
Hadhdkht Nask {S. £. E. iv. p. xxx ; xxiii. p. 1). 
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The Paxsis sometimes divide the twenty-one Nasks 
into three classes: (1) the GS,thic, (3) the Hadha- 
mathric, (3) the Law. The Gothic portion represents 
the higher spiritual knowledge and spiritual duty, the 
Law the lower worldly duty, and the Hadha-mathric 
what is between the two (DinkarcZ, VIII. 1. 5). In 
many cases, however, these subjects are mixed. 

The G^thas are evidently the oldest fragments of 
the Avestic religion, when it consisted as yet in a 
simple belief in Ahuramazda as the Supreme Spirit, 
and in a denial of the Daevas, most of them known to 
us as worshipped by the poets of the Veda. If Zara- 
thushtra was the name of the founder or reformer of 
this ancient religion, these Gathas may be ascribed to 
him. As their language differs dialectically from that 
of the Achaemenian inscriptions, and as the Pehlevi 
interpreters, though conversant with the ordinary 
Avestic language, found it diflicult to interpr'et these 
Gflthas, we are justified in supposing that the Gothic 
dialect may have been originally the dialect of Media, 
for it was from Media that the Magi \ or the teachers 
and preachers of the religion of Ahuramazda, are said 
to have come It has been pointed out that certain 
deities, well kno'wn in the Veda, and in later Avestic 
texti, are absent from the GMhas ; for instance, Mithra 
and Homa ; also An4hita and the title of Ameshaspenta 
(Hang, 1. c. p. 259). Many abstract concepts, such as 
Asha, righteousness, Vohfiman6, good thought, have 
not yet assumed a definite mythological personality in 

^ * Ma^, the Magavas of the Gathas, the Magush in the cimeiform 
inscription, the Mog of later times. Hang, p. 169 n., possibly the 
rab mag of Jerem. xxxix. 3, 

® Darmesteter, S, B, iv. p. xlvi, gives all the evidence for 
assigning the origin of Zoroaster's religion to Media. 



THE TEUE VALUE OF THE SACEED BOOKS. 45 

the chapters composed in the Gothic dialect (Haug, 
p. 171). And what is more important still, the Angr6 
Mainyn or Ahriman of the later Avestic writings has 
in the Gllthas not yet been invested with the character 
of the Evil Spirit, the Devil, the constant opponent 
of Ahuramazda ^ (Haug, 1. c. pp. 303-4). I call this 
important, because in the cuneiform inscriptions also 
this character does not, and we may probably be justi- 
fied in saying, does not yet occur. The early Greek 
writers also, such as Herodotos, Theopompos, and Her- 
mippos, though acquainted with the Magian doctrine 
of a dualism in nature and even in the godhead, do 
not seem to have known the name of Ahriman. Plato 
knew the name of Ahuramazda, for he calls Zoroaster 
the SOD of Oromasos, which must be meant for Ahura- 
mazda, but he too never mentions the name of Angr6 
Mainyu or Areimanios.i Aristotle may have known 
the name of Areimanios as well as that of Oromasdes, 
though we have only the authority of Diogenes Laer- 
tius (Prooem. c. 8) for it. Later writers, both Greek 
and Eoman, are well acquainted with both names. 

I mention all this chiefly in order to show that there 
are signs of historical growth and historical decay in 
the various portions of what we call Avestic literature. 
If with Dr. Haug we place the earliest G^tha literature 
in about 1000 to 1200 B. c., which of course is a purely 
hypothetical date, we can say at all events that the 
GS,thas are in thought, if not in language also, older 
than the inscriptions of Darius; that they belonged to 
Media, and existed there probably before the time of 
Cyrus and his conquest of the !^ersian empire. 

When we come to the time of Alexander, we see 
* Angra occurs in the Gathas in the sense otevil. 
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that there existed then, so large an amount of sacred 
literature, that we cannot be far wrong in ascribing 
the whole of the twenty-one Nasks to a pre-Achae- 
menian period, before 500 b.c. Here we can dis- 
tinguish again between the old and the later Yasna. 
The Vendidad, Vispered, the Yashts, and the smaller 
prayers may be ascribed to the end of the Avestic 
period. Dr. Haug places the larger portion of the 
original Vendidad at about 1000-900 b. o., the com- 
position of the later Yasna at about 800-700 B.c. 

The Pehlevi literature may have b|egun soon after 
Alexander. Linguistic chronology is, no doubt, of a 
very uncertain character. Still, that there is an his- 
torical progress both in language and thought from the 
Githas to the Yasna, and from the Yasna to the Yashts, 
can hardly be doubted. Eeal historical dates are unfor- 
tunately absent, except the mention of Gaotama in the 
Fravardin Yasht (16). If this is meant for Gautama, 
the founder of Buddhism, we can hardly be wrong in 
supposing that this name of Buddha had reached 
Bactria during the first century after Buddha’s death, 
say 477-377 B.C. In later times the presence of 
Buddhists in Bactria cannot be doubted \ About the 
same time coins had been struck with inscriptions in 
Pehlevi, which must have been the language of the 

^ The presence of Buddhists in Bactria in the first century b.c. 
is attested by several authorities. Alexander Polyhistor, who wrote 
between 80-60 b. c. (as quoted by OyriUus contra Julian.), mentions 
among philosophers the Samanyioi among the Persian Bactrians, 
the Magoi among the Persians, and the Gymnosophists among the 
Indians. These Simanyioi were meant for Buddhists. Later still 
Clemens of Alexandria, Strom, i. p. 350, speaks of Samanaioi among 
the Bactrians and of Gymnosophists among the Indians, while Euse- 
bius (Praep. Ev vii. 10) speak^. of thousands of Brahmans among 
Indians and Bactrians. See Lassen, Imt JlUrthumskunde^ li. p. 1075 , 
Spiegel, Bran. Alt&iikum^unde^ i. 671. 
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people about the time of Alexander’s conquests. The 
Avestic language, however, continued to be under- 
stood for a long time after, so that, under the Parthian 
and the Sassanian dynasties, interpreters could be 
found, able to translate and explain the ancient sacred 
texts. Nay, if M. Darmesteter is right, additions in 
Avestic continued to be made as late as the fourth 
century A. D., provided that the passages which he has 
pointed out in the Vendid^d refer to the suppression 
of the heresy of M^ni by king Shahphr 11. 

Bdlatiozi l^etweesi tlid Avestss, and tlie Old Testame&t. 

I thought it necessary to enter thus fully into the 
history of the rise and decline of the sacred literature 
of Persia, because I wanted to show how impossible it 
is to institute a satisfactory comparison between the 
Persian and any other religion, unless we are fully 
aware of the historical growth of its sacred canon. 
Though much light had been shed on this subject by 
Dr. Haug, it is but lately that the valuable translation 
of the Dinkarc?, contributed by Mr. West to my Sacred 
Boohs of the East, has enabled us to form an indepen- 
dent judgment on t|iat subject. The Persian religion 
has often been the subject of comparison both with 
the religion of India and with that of the Jews, par- 
ticularly after their return from the exile. The chief 
doctrines vrhich the Jews are supposed to have bor- 
rowed from the followers of Zoroaster are a belief in 
the lesuiTection of the body, a belief in the immor- 
tality of the soul, and a belief in future rewards and 
punishments. It is well known that these doctrines 
were entirely, or almost entirely, absent from the oldest 
phase of religion among the Jews, so that their presence 
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in some of the Psalms and the Prophets has often 
been used as an argument in support of the later date 
now assigned to these compositions Here there are no 
chronological difficulties. These doctrines exist, as we 
shall see, at least in their germinal stage, in the GS.thas, 
while of the more minute details added to these old 
doctrines in the later portions of the Avesta, or in the 
still later Pehlevi writings, there is no trace even in 
post-exilic books of the Old Testament. This point 
has been well argued by Prof. Cheyne in the Exposi- 
tory Times, June, July, August, 1891 

But there is another point on which we can observe 
an even more striking similarity between the Old Testa- 
ment and the Avesta, namely, the strong assertion of 
the oneness of God. Here, however, it seems to me 
that, if there was any exchange of thought between 
the followers of Moses and of Zoroaster, it may 
have been the latter who were influenced. The sudden 
change from the henotheism of the Veda to the mono- 
theism of the Avesta has never been accounted for, and 
I venture to suggest, though nnt without hesitation, 
that it may have taken place in Media, in the original 
home of the Zoroastrian religion. It was in the cities of 
Media that a large Jewish population was settled, after 
the king of Assyria had carried away Israel, and put 
them in Halah and in Habor by the river of Gozan, 
and in the cities of the Medes (2 Kings xviii. 11). 
No-w, however difficult an exchange of religious ideas 
may be between people speaking difierent languages, 
the fact of their worshipping either one God or many 
gods could hardly fail to attract attention. If then the 

^ On Possible Zoroastrian Influences on the Religion of Israel. See also 
Spiegel, Eianische Alterthumskunde, vol. i pp 446 seq I am not con- 
vinced by Prof. Cheyne's remarks in the Academy^ July, 1893, p. 44. 
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Jews impressed their neighbours with the conviction 
that there could be but one God, a conviction which 
in spite of many baekslidings, seems never to have 
ceased altogether to form part of the national faith of 
Israel, everything else would naturally have followed, 
exactly as we find it in the Avesta, as compared 
with the Veda. One of the ancient gods, the Asura 
V’aru?ia, was taken as the one and supreme God, 
the God above all gods, under the name of Ahura 
Mazda ; the other Devas, if they claimed to be gods, 
were renounced, and those only who could be treated 
as secondary spirits, were allowed to remain, nay, 
were increased in number by such spirits or angels 
as Ameret^t, Haurvat^t, Vohumand, and all the rest. 

I am far from saying that this can be strictly proved. 
Neither can it be proved that the belief in a resurrec- 
tion and immortality was necessarily borrowed by the 
Jews from the Zoroastrians. For, after all, people 
who deny the immortality of the soul, can also assert 
it. All I say is that such a supposition being hiS’ 
torically possible, would help to explain many things 
in the Avesta and its development out of Vedic or 
pre-Vedio elements, that have not yet any satisfactory 
explanation. 


1 am tlxat a am* 

But there is a still more startling coincidence. 
You may remember that the highest expression of 
this Supreme Being that was reached in India, was 
one found in the Vedic hymns, ‘He who above all gods 
is the only God.’ I doubt whether Physical Eeligion 
can reach a higher level. We must remember that 
each individual god had from the first been invested 
(O E 
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with a character high above any human character. 
Indra, Soma, Agni, and whatever other Devas there 
were in the Vedic Pantheon, had been described as 
the creators of the world, as the guardians of what 
is good and right, as all-powerful, all-wise, and 
victorious over all their enemies. What more then 
could human language and religious devotion achieve 
than to speak of one Supreme Beijog, high above all 
these gods, and alone worthy of the name of God? 

We saw that in Greece also a similar exalted con- 
ception of the true God had at a very early time found 
expression in a verse of Xenophanes, who in the face 
of Zeus, and Apollo, and Athene ventured to say, 
* There is but one God, the best among mortals and 
immortals, neither in form nor in thought like unto 
'mortals’ This again seems to me to mark the highest 
altitude which human language can reach in its desire 
to give an adequate description of the one true God. 
Por though the existence of other immortals is 
admitted, yet He is supposed to hold his own pre- 
eminent position among or above them, and even a 
similarity with anything human, whether in shape or 
thought, is distinctly denied, thus excluding all those 
anthropomorphic conceptions from which even in the 
best of religions the Deity seems unable altogether to 
divest itself. The Hebrew Psalmist uses the same 
exalted language about Jehovah. ^ Among the gods’ 
he says, as if admitting the possibility of other gods, 
Hhere is 'none like unto Thee! And again he calls 
Jehovah, the great King above all gods, using almost 
the same expressions as the Vedic Eishi and the old 
Greek philosopher. The conception of the Supreme 
Being as we find it in the Avesta, is by no means 
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inferior to that of Jehovah in the Old Testament. 
Dr. Hang (Essays, p. 302) goes so far as to say that 
it is perfectly identical. Ahura Mazda is called by 
Zarathushtra ‘the Creator of the earthly and spiritual 
life, the Lord of the whole universe, in whose hands 
are all creatures. He is the light and the source of 
light; he is the wisdom and intellect. He is in 
possession of all good things, spiritual and worldly, 
such as the good mind (vohu-man6), immortality 
(ameret^cZ), health (haurvalAd), the best truth (asha 
vahishta), devotion and piety (^rmaiti), and abundance 
of earthly goods (khshathra vairya), that is to say, he 
grants all these gifts to the righteous man, who is 
upright in thoughts, words, and deeds. As the ruler 
of the whole universe, he not only rewards the good, 
but he is a punisher of the wicked at the same time.i 
All that is created, good or evil, fortune or misfortune/ 
is his work. A separate evil spirit of equal poweffi> 
with Ahura Mazda, and always opposed to him, ia^ 
foreign to the earlier portions of the Avesta, thought 
the existence of such a belief among the Zoroastrians ’ 
may be gathered from some of the later writings, such 
as the VendidM.’ 

Coincidences such as these are certainly startling, 
but to a student of comparative theology they only 
prove the universality of truth; they necessitate by 
no means the admission of a common historical origin 
or the borrowing on one side or the other. We ought 
in fact rejoice that with regard to these fundamental 
truths the so-called heathen religions are on a perfect 
level with the Jewish and the Christian religions. 

But suppose we found the same name, the same 
proper name of the Deity, say Jehovah in the Avesta, 
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or Aliura Mazda in the Old Testament, what should 
we say? We should at once have to admit a borrowing 
on one side or the other. Now it is true we do not 
find the name of Ahura Mazda in the Old Testament, 
but we find something equally surprising You may 
remember how we rejoiced when in the midst of many 
imperfect and more or less anthropomorphic names 
given to the deity in the Old Testament, we suddenly 
were met by that sublime and exalted name of 
Jehovah, ‘I am that I am.’ It seemed so different 
from the ordinary concepts of deity among the ancient 
Jews. What then should we say, if we met with exai^tly 
the same most abstract appellation of the deity in the 
Avesta? Yet, in the Avesta also there is among the 
twenty ^.acred names of God, the name ‘Ahmi j&t 
ahmi,’ ‘ I am that I am.’ Shall wo read in this co- 
incidence also the old lesson that God has revealed 
Himself to all who feel after Him, if haply they may 
find Him, or is the coincidence so minute that we have 
to admit an actual borrowing ? And if so, on which 
side is the borrowing \ikely to have taken place ? In 
the Avesta this name occurs in the Yashts. In the 
Old Testament it occurs in Exodus iii. 13. Chrono- 
logically therefore the Hebrew text is anterior to the 
Avestic text. In Exodus we read : 

‘And Moses said unto God, Behold, when I come 
unto the children of Israel, and shall say unto them, 
The God of your fathers hath sent me unto you ; and 
they shall say to me. What is his name ? what shall 
I say unto them ? And God said unto Moses, I am 
that I am: and he said, Thus shalt thou say unto the 
children of Israel, I am hath sent me unto you.’ 

This passage, as I am informed by the best authori- 



THE TEUE VALUE OF THE SACRED BOOKS. 53 


tieSj is now unanimously referred to the Elohistic 
section. Dillmann, Driver, KuenensWeUhausenj Cor- 
nill, Kittel, &c., all agree on that point. But does it 
•not look like a foreign thought ? What we expect as 
ttie answer to the question of Moses, is really what 
follows in ver. 15, ‘And God said [moreover] unto 
Moses, Thus shalt thou say unto the children of Israel, 
Jehovah, the God of your fathers, the God of Abraham, 
the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob hath sent me 
unto you ; this is my name for ever. . . . This is what 
we expect, for it was actually in the name of Jehovah, 
the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, that Moses 
brought the people out of Egypt; nor is there any 
trace of Moses having obeyed the divine command 
and having appealed to ‘ I am that I am,’ as the God 
who sent him. Nay, there is never again any allusion 
to such a name in the Old Testament, not even where 
we might fully expect to meet with it. 

If we take ver. 14 as a later addition, and the 
Rev. J. Estlin Carpenter informs me that this is 
quite possible, in the Elohistic narrative, everything 
becomes clear and natural, and we can hardly doubt 
therefore that this addition came from an extraneous, 
and most likely from a Zoroastrian source. In Zend 
the connection between Ahura, the living god, and 
the verb ah, to be, might have been felt. In Sanskrit 
also the connection between asura and as, to be, could 
hardly have escaped attention, particularly as there 
was also the word as-u, breath. Now it is certainly 
very strange that in Hebrew also ehyeh seems to 
point to the same root as Jehovah, but even if this 
etymology were tenable historically, it does not seem 
have struck the Jewish mind except in this passage. 
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But let US look now more carefully at our autho- 
rities in Zend. The passage in question occurs in the 
Ormazd Yasht, and the Yashts, as we saw, were some 
of the latest productions of Avestic literatui’e, in some 
cases as late as the fourth century B. C. The Elohistic 
writer, therefore, who is supposed to be not later than 
750 B. c., could not have borrowed from that Yasht. 
The interpolator, however, might have done so. Be- 
sides we must remember that this Ormazd Yasht is 
simply an enumeration of the names of Ahura. The 
twenty names of Ahura are given, in order to show 
their efficacy as a defence against all dangers. It 
cannot be doubted, therefore, that these names were 
recognised as sacred names, and that they had 
existed long before the time of their compilation. I 
shall subjoin the translation of the introductory para- 
graphs from the S. B. E., vol. xxiii. p. 23 : 

Zarathushtra asked Ahura Mazda: * 0 Ahura Mazda, 
most beneficent Spirit, Maker of the material world, 
thou Holy One, what Holy Word is the strongest? 
What is the most victorious? What is the most 
glorious? What is the most effective? What is 
the most fiend-smiting? What is the best-healing? 
What destroyeth best the malice of Da§vas and men ? 
What maketh the material world best come to the 
fulfilment of its wishes? What freeth the material 
world best from the anxieties of the heart ? ’ Ahura 
Mazda answered: ‘Our name, 0 Spitama Zara- 
thushtra, who aro the Ameshaspentas, that is the 
strongest part of the Holy Word, that is the most 
victorious, that is the most glorious, that is the most 
effective,’ &c. 

Then Zarathushtra said : ‘ Keveal unto me that name 



THE TRUE VALUE OF THE SACRED BOOKS. 55 


of thine, 0 Ahnra Mazda ! that is the greatest, the best, 
the fairest, the most efthctive,’ &c. 

Ahnra Mazda replied nnto him : *My name is the One 
of whom questions are asked, O Holy Zarathushtra i ’ 

Now it is curious to observe that Dr. Haug trans- 
lates the same passage freely, but not accurately, by : 
‘The first name is Ahmi, I am,* 

The text is Frakhshtya n§,ma ahmi, and this 
means, ‘One to be asked by name am L’ ‘To ask’ 
is the recognised term for asking for revealed truth, so 
that spento frasna, the holy question, including the 
answer, came to mean with the Parsis almost the same 
as revelation. Dr. Haug seems to have overlooked 
that word, and his translation has therefore been 
wrongly quoted as showing that I am was a name of 
Ahura Mazda. 

But when we come to the twentieth name we find 
that Haug’s translation is more accurate than Darme- 
steter’s. The text is visastem6 ahmi yat ahmi 
Mazdau nlima. This means, ‘the twentieth, I am 
what I am, Mazda by name.’ Here Darmesteter 
translates: ‘My twentieth name is Mazda (the all- 
knowing one),’ Dr. Haug more accurately: ‘The 
twentieth (name is) I am who I am, Mazda ^.’ 

Here then in this twentieth name of Ahura Mazda, 

‘ I am that I am,’ we have probably the source of the 
verse in Exodus iii. 14, unless we are prepared to 

^ Another translation of the words visastemd ahmi yot ahmi 
Mazdan n^ma has been suggested by West. Ahmi in Zend, ho 
writes, is not only the same as Sk. as mi, I am, but is used also 
as the locative of the first personal pronoun, corresponding to the 
Sk, mayi. It is possible, therefore, to translate ‘the twentieth 
name for me is that I am Mazda,' though most scholars would 
prefer to take the two ahmi's for the same, and to translate, ‘the \ 
twentu^th is I am what I am, Mazda by name.’ 
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admit a most extraordinary coincidence, and that 
under circumstances where a mutual influence, nay 
actual boiTOwing, was far from difficult, and where 
the character of the passage in Exodus seems to give 
cl'^ar indication on which side the borrowing must 
have taken place. 

I hope I have thus made it clear in what the real 
value of the Sacred Books of the East consists with 
regard to a comparative study of religions. We must 
freely admit that many literary documents in which 
we might have hoped to find the traces of the earliest 
growth of a religion, are lost to us for ever. I have 
tried to show how, more particularly in the case of 
the Zoroastrian religion, our loss has been very 
great, and the recent publication of the DinkarcZ by 
Mr. E. W. West {S.B. E., vol. xxxvii) has made us realise 
more fully how much of the most valuable information 
is lost to us for ever. We read, for instance (Book ix. 
cap. 31, 13), that in the Varstmansar Nask there was 
a chapter on ‘ the arising of the spiritual creation, the 
first thought of Afiharmasdl ; and, as to the creatures 
of Aflha7Tna2'cZ, first the spiritual achievement, and 
then the material formation and the mingling of 
spirit with matter ; [the advancement of the creatures 
thereby, through his wisdom and the righteousness 
of Vohfiman being lodged in the creatures,] and all 
the good creatures being goaded thereby into purity 
and joyfulness. This too, that a complete under- 
standing of things arises through Vohfiman having 
made a home in one’s reason (v^6m).’ 

To have seen the full treatment of these questions 
in the Avesta would have been of the greatest value 
to the students of the history of religions, whether 
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they admit a direct influence of Persian on Jewish and 
Christian thought, or whether they look upon the 
Zoroastrian idea of a spiritual followed by a material 
creation as simply an instructive parallel to the 
Philonic concept of the Logos, its realisation in the 
material world, or the and on Vohflman as a 
parallel to the Holy Ghost. But there is now no hope 
of our ever recovering what has been lost so long. We 
must admit, therefore, that, with all the Sacred Books 
of the East, our knowledge of ancient religions will 
alw^ays remain very imperfect, and that we are often 
forced to depend on writings, the date of which 
as writings is very late, if compared with the times 
which they profess to describe. It does not follow 
that there may not he ancient relics imbedded in 
modem books, but it does follow that these modem 
books have to be used with great caution, also that 
their translation can never be too literal. There is a 
dangerous tendency in Oriental scholarship, namely 
an almost unconscious inclination to translate certain 
passages in the Veda, the Zend Avesta, or the Buddhist 
Canon into language taken from the Old or New Testa- 
ment. In some respects this may be useful, as it brings 
the meaning of such passages nearer to us. But there is 
a danger also, for such translations are apt to produce 
an impression that the likeness is greater than it really 
is, so great in fact that it could be accounted for by 
actual borrowing only. It is right that we should try 
to bring Eastern thought and language as near as 
possible to our own thought and language, but we must 
be careful also not to obliterate the minute features 
peculiar to each, even though the English translation 
may sometimes sound strange and unidiomatic. 
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THE HISTOEIOAL EELATION8HIP OP ANCIENT RELIGIONS 
AND PHILOSOPHIES. 

Row to compare Ancient Beli^ons and Ancient FUlosopMes. 

W E saw in the case of the (Avesta how absolutely 
necessary it is that we should have formed to 
ourselves a clear conception of the relation in which 
the religions and philosophies of the ancient world 
stand to each other before we venture to compare 
them. 

In former days, when little was known of the roore 
distant degrees of relationship by which the historical 
nations of the world were bound together, the tempta- 
tion was great, whenever some similarity was pointed 
out between the beliefs of different nations, to suppose 
that one had borrowed from the other. The Greeks, 
as we saw, aetually persuaded themselves that they 
had borrowed the names of some of their gods from 
Egypt, because they discovered a certain similarity 
between their own deities and those of that ancient 
country. But we know now that there was no 
foundation whatever for such an opinion. Christian 
theologians, from the days of Clement of Alexandria to 
our own time, were convinced that any startling coin- 
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cidences between the Bible and the Sacred Books of 
other religions could be due to one cause only, namely, 
to borrowing on the part of the Gentiles ; while there 
were not wanting Greek philosophers who accused 
Christian teachers of having taken their best doctrines 
from Plato and Aristotle. 

Common Ktunanity. 

We must therefore, at the very outset, try to dear 
our mind on this subject. We may distinguish, I 
believe, between four different kinds of relationship. 
The most distant relationship is that which is simply 
due to our common humanity. Homines sumus, nihil 
hvmani a nohis alienv/m, putamus. Much of what 
is possible in the Arctic regions is possible in the 
Antarctic regions also; and nothing can be more 
interesting than when we succeed in discovering co- 
incidences between beliefs, superstitions, and customs, 
peculiar to nations entirely separated from each other, 
and sharing nothing but their common humanity. 
Such beliefs, superstitions, and customs possess a 
peculiar importance in the eye of the psychologist, 
because, nnless we extend the chapter of accidents 
very far indeed, they can hardly be deprived of a 
claim of being -founded in human nature, and, in that 
case, of being, if not true, at all events, humanly 
speaking, legitimate. It is true that it has been 
found very difficult to prove any belief or any custom 
to be quite universal. Speech, no doubt, and, in one 
sense, certain processes of grammar too, a conception 
of number and an acceptance of certain numerals, may 
be called universal ; a belief in gods or supernatural 
powers is almost universal, and so is a sense of shame 
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with regard to sex, and a more or less accurate obser- 
vation of the changes of the moon and the seasons 
of the year. 

But there is one point which, as anthropologists, 
we ought neyer to forget. We gain nothing, or very 
little, by simply collecting similar superstitions or 
similar customs among different and widely distant 
nations. This amounts to little more than if, as com- 
parative philologists, we discover that to be in love is 
in French avwureux and in Mandshu in Northern 
China amourou. This is curious, but nothing more. 
Or, if we compare customs, it is well known that a 
very strange custom; the so-called Couvade, has been 
discovered among different nations, both in ancient 
and modern times. It consists, as you know, in the 
father being put to bed when the mother has given 
birth to a child. But, besides the general likeness of 
the custom, which is certainly very extraordinary, its 
local varieties ought to have been far more carefully 
studied than they hitherto have been. In some cases 
it seems that the husband is most considerately nursed 
and attended to, in others he is simply kept quiet and 
prevented from making a noise in the house. In 
other countries, again, quite a new element comes in. 
The poor father is treated with the greatest malignity 
— is actually flogged by the female members of his 
household, and treated as a great criminal. Until we 
can discover the real motive of those strange varieties 
of the same custom, the mere fact that they have 
been met with in many places is no more than 
curious. It has no more scientific value the 
coincidence between the French amoureux and the 
Mandshu amourou. Or, to take another instance. 
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the mere fact that the Sanskrit Haritas is letter by 
letter the same word as the Greek Charites, teaches 
us nothing. It is only when we are able to show 
why the Haritas in India and the Chantes in Greece 
received the same name, that these outward similar- 
ities gain a truly scientific value. To say that some- 
thing like the Couvade existed till very lately in 
Spain and likewise in China explains nothing, or 
only explains ignotum per ignotius. Not tiU we can 
discover the common motive of a custom or a super- 
stition, founded in our common humanity, can we 
claim for these studies the name of Anthropology, can 
we speak of a real Science of Man h 

Common liaug'tLag'e. 

The second kind of relationship is that of a common 
language. Most people would think that community 
of blood was a stronger bond than community of 
language. But no one has ever defined what is meant 
by blood ; it is generally used as a mere metaphor ; 
and there remains in most cases the diflSeulty, or I 
should rather say the impcjssibility, of proving either 
the purity or the mixture of blood in the most ancient 
periods of men’s existence on earth. Lastly, when we 
are concerned with beliefs and customs, it is after all 
the intellect that tells and not the blood. Now the 
outward or material form of the intellect is language, 
and when we have to deal with nations who belong 
to the same family of language, Semitic or Aryan or 
Bolynesian, we ought to be prepared for similarities 
in their customs, in their religions, nay in then: philo- 
sophical expressions also. 

‘ On the Couvade see Academy 1892, Nos, 1059, 1072, 1075. 
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Common Sistory. 

Thirdly, there is what I should call a real historical 
relationship, as when nations, whether speaking related 
or unrelated languages, have been living together for 
a certain time before they became politically separated. 
The inhabitants of Iceland, for instance, not only speak 
a dialect closely connected with the Scandinavian 
languages, but they actually passed through the early 
periods of their history under the same political sway 
as the people of Norway. Common customs, there- 
fore, found in Iceland and Norway admit of an his- 
torical explanation. The same applies to existing 
American customs as compa’^ed with earlier English 
or Irish customs. 

Common XTolfflibonrliood 

DiflFerent from these three relationships is that of 
mere neighbourhood which may lead to a borrowing 
of certain things ready made on one side or the other, 
very different from a sharing in a common ancestral 
property. We know how much the Fins, for instance, 
have borrowed from their Scandinavian neighbours in 
customs, legends, religion, and language. It happens 
not unfrequently that two, if not three, of these rela- 
tionships exist at the same time. Thus, if we take 
the Semitic and the Aryan religions, any coincidences 
between them can be due to their common humanity 
only, except in cases where we can prove at a later 
time historical contact between an Aryan and a 
Semitic race. No one can doubt that the Phenicians 
were the schoolmasters, or at least the writing masters, 
of the Greeks ; also that in several parts of the world 
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Greeks and Phenicians were brought into close rela- 
tions by commercial intercourse. Hence we can 
accoimt by mere borrowing for the existence of 
Semitic names, such as Melikertes in Greek mytho- 
logy; likewise for the grafting of Semitic ideas on 
Greek deities, as in the case of Aphrodite or Heracles. 
No Greek scholar, however, would suppose that the 
Greeks had actually borrowed their original concept 
and name of Aphrodite or Heracles from Semitic 
sources, though the grafting of Semitic ideas on Greek 
stems may have led in certain cases to a complete 
transfusion of Semitic thought into Greek forms. 
Generally the form of a name, and the phonetic laws 
which determine the general character of Semitic 
and Aryan words, are sufiScient to enable us to decide 
who was the borrower and who was the lender in 
these exchanges ; still, there are some cases where for 
the present yrQ are left in doubv. 

Though no satisfactory Aryan etymology of Aphro- 
dite has yet been discovered, yet no one would claim 
a Semitic origin for such a word, as little as one would 
claim a Greek etymology for Melikertes. It is dis- 
appointing when we see tiie old idea of deriving Greek 
mythological names straight from Hebrew, not even 
from Phenician, revived and countenanced by so 
respected a Journal as the Jahrbucher fiir classische 
FMlologie. In the volume for 1892, pp. 177 seq., an 
article is published in which Dr. Heinrich Lewy deiives 
Elysion from ’Elish^, one of the four sons of Javan 
(Gen. X. 4), and supposed to be a representative of 
Sicily and Lower Italy Suppose it were so, are we to 

^ The Strens are supposed by Dr. Lewy to have derived their 
name from Shlr-chdn. song of favour; Eileuhyias from chiiith, 
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believe that nofc only the Greeks, but other Aryan 
nations also, derived their belief in the West, as the 
abode of the Blessed, in Hesperia and the Ma/capcoy vria-oi, 
from the Jews ? I do not mean to say that we have 
a satisfactory etymology of Elysion in Greek ; all I 
say is, that there is nothing to suggest a foreign origin. 
Elysion seems to be connected with the Greek riKvB 
in ijXvdov, T!po(T-^kuTos, and with Sk. ruh, to rise and to 
move. In Sk. we have both &-ruh, to mount, and 
ava-ruh, to descend. We actually findi Kv. I. 52, 9, 
rdhanamdivaA, the ascent or summit of heaven, and 
Ev. I. 105, 11, mddhye ^.rddhane div^l^, whore, if 
we could take rudh for ruh, we should have a strong 
analogy of an Elysion, as a heavenly abode ; while in 
IX. 113, 8, avarddhanam divd^ is another expres- 
sion for the abode of the blessed. The Greek r\Kv<nov 
would stand for rikvO-nov 

We saw in our last lecture that if there are any coin- 
cidences between the ancient philosophy of the Greeks 
and that of the Brahmans, they should be accounted 
for by their common humanity only. In some cases 
we may perhaps appeal to the original community 
of language between Brahman and Greek, for language 

travails of birth ; Upis in Artemib upis trom chdphith, the goddess 
of chdph, seashore; CUn from Hebrew chdl^m, a seer; Bellero^ ' 
phon from *E1 r§,phdn, the El of healing; Sarpedon fiom Zar- 
paddn, the rock of rescue; I!u7ope from 'Arubha, the darkened; 
Jftnos from Mdne, the oidainer; Eadamanfhys fiom Bdd^’emeth, 
ruling in truth ; Adjasteia from Ddresheth, requiring vengeance; 
Endymion from ’En d i my 5 n,* non-destruction ; Kronos from Giirdn, 
the jaws ; Onm fiom Oran' on, the hurler of strength, or, as we 
are now told, trom the Accadian Ur ana, light of heaven {Athe- 
naeum, June 25, 1892, p. 816) ; Nidbe from Ni-iyyobhd, the com- 
plaint of the persecuted; Apollon, Etruscan Aplim from Ablu, the 
son. What should we say to such derivations, if they weie from 
Sanskrit, and not from Hebrew f 

^ See Fick in K, Z,, xix, note. 
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forms a kind of inclined plane determining the general 
direction or inclination of any intellectual structure 
erected upon it. Communication, however, or ex- 
change in historical times seems here, so far as we can 
judge, to he entirely out of the question. 

Belatiou l^etweexi. thB Beligioas of India and Persia. 

If on the contrary we compare the ancient religious 
and philosophical ideas of India with those of Persia, 
we have to admit not only what may be called an under- 
lining community of language, but an historical com- 
munity between the ancestors of Indians and Persians, 
that lasted long after the other-Aji*yan nations had been 
finally separated. The mere occuiTence of such technical 
names, for instance, as zaotar, the title of the supreme 
priest, the Vedic hotar, or Htharvan, fire-priest, the 
Sanskrit ^tharvan, or of haoma, name of a plant used 
for sacrificial purposes both in the Veda and in the 
Avesta, while no trace of them occurs in any of the 
other Aryan languages, are sufficient to show that the 
believers 'in the Veda and the believers in the Avesta 
remained socially united up to a time when a minute 
sacrificial ceremonial had been fuUy elaborated. Of a 
later borrowing between the two, except in quite 
modern times, there is no evidence whatever. 

A comparison of the ancient Indian and Persian 
religions must therefore be of a totally different 
character from a comparison of the earliest religious 
and philosophical ideas in India and Greece. There 
is the common deep-lying linguistic substratum in both 
cases, but whereas the Greek and the Indian streams 
of thought became completely separated before there 
was any attempt at forming definite half-philosophical 
half-religious concepts, the Indian and Persian streams 

(4) ' F 
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of thought continued running in the same bed, long 
after the point had been reached where the Greek 
stream had separated from them. 

That being the case, it follows that any coincidences 
that may be discovered between the later phases of 
religious or philosophical thought of Greeks and 
Hindus, should not be accounted for by any historical 
contact, while coincidences between Indian and Persian 
thought, whether religious or philosophical, admit of 
such an explanation. 

Isidepeudexit of Xndiasi Fliilosopiby. 

This, from one point of view, may seem disappoint- 
ing. But it lends a new charm to the study of Indian 
philosophy, as compared with the philosophy of Greece 
— because we can really recognise in it what may be 
called a totally independent ventui-e of the human mind. 

The discovery of a rich philosophical literature in 
India has never attracted as yet the attention which 
it deserves. Most of our philosophers cannot get over 
the idea that there is one way only of treating 
philosophy, namely that which was followed in 
Greece and was afterwards adopted by most of the 
philosophers of Europe. Nearly all our philosophical 
terminology comes to us from Greece, but without 
wishing to say a word against its excellence, we 
ought not to look upon every other philosophy that 
does not conform to our own formulas, as unworthy 
of serious attention. 

I shall tiy therefore to bring this Indian philosophy, 
and more particularly the Vedanta philosophy, as 
near as I can to our own sphere of philosophical 
interests, 1 shall try to -show that it treats the same 
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problems wbich have occupied the thoughts of Greek 
philosophers, nay, which occupy our own thoughts, 
though it treats them in a way that at first sight may 
seem to us strange or even repellent. This very 
strangeness, however, exercises its own peculiar attrac- 
tion, for whatever we possess of philosophy, whether it 
comes from Greece or Italy or Germany, or now from 
America and the most distant colonies, has been touched 
directly or indirectly by the rays of those great lumin- 
aries that arose in Greece in the fifth century B.o. 
In India alone philosophy was never, so fax as we 
know, touched by any external influences. It sprang 
up there spontaneously as it did in Greece, and if the 
thinkers of Greece strike us as a marvel, because wo 
know nothing like them in any other part of the 
world, we are filled with the same surprise, if we 
meet with complete systems of philosophy south of 
the Himalayan mountains, in a country where, till 
it was subdued by nations, superior to the inhabitants 
of India in physical strength and military organisation, 
though by no means in intellectual vigour or origin- 
ality, religion and philosophy seem to have formed 
during centuries the one absorbing subject of medita- 
tion. If we form our notion of the ancient Aryan 
settlers in India from what they have left us in their 
literatmc, no doubt v^e have to remember that ueariy 
all we ha'-e comes from one source, or has passed 
through one channel, that of the Brahmans. There 
is therefore no doubt some danger that we may draw 
too bright, too ideal a picture of these Indian Aryas, 
as if the}' had been a nation consisting entirely of 
pious worshippers of the gods, and of philosophers 
beat on solving the great problems of this life and of 
the realities that lie behind it, or beneath it. There 
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must have been dark sides to their life also, and we 
catch glimpses of them even in their own sacred litera- 
ture. But these darker sides of human life we can 
study everywhere ; — what we can study nowhere but 
in India is the all-absorbing influence which religion 
and philosophy may exercise on the human mind. So 
far as we can judge, a large class of people in India, 
not only the priestly class, but the nobility also, 
not only men but women also, never looked upon 
their life on earth as something real. What was 
real to them was the invisible, the life to come. 
What formed the theme oi their conversations, what 
formed the subject of their meditations, was the real 
that alone lent some kind of reality to this unreal 
phenomenal world. Whoever was supposed to have 
caught a new ray of truth w’as visited by young and 
old, was honoured by princes and kings, nay, was 
hjoked upon as holding a position far above that of 
kings and princes. That is the side of the life of 
ancient India which deserves our study, because there 
has been nothing like it in the .whole world, not even 
in Greece or in Palestine 


The Indian View of I.ife. 


Our idea of life on earth has always been that of 
a struggle for existence, a struggle for power and 
dominion, for wealth and enjoyment. Those are the 
ideas which dominate the history of aU nations whose 
history is known to us. Our own sympathies also are 
almost entirely on that side. But was man placed on 
this earth for that one purpose only 1 Can we not 
imagine a difierent purpose, particularly under condi- 
tions such as existed for many centuries in India and 
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nowhere else ? In India the necessaries of life were 
few, and those which existed were supplied without 
much exertion on the part of man, by a bountiful nature. 
Clothing, scanty as it was, was easily provided. Life 
in the open air or in the shades of the forest was more 
delightful than life in cottages or palaces. The danger 
of inroads from foreign countries was never dreamt 
of before the time of Darius and Alexander, and then 
on one side only, on the north, while more than a silver 
streak protected all around the far-stretching shores 
of the coimtry. Why should the ancient inhabitants of 
India not have accepted their loti Was it so very un- 
natural for them, endowed as they were with a tran- 
scendent intellect, to look upon this life, not as an arena 
for gladiatorial strife and combat, or as a market for 
cheating and huckstering, but as a resting-place, a mere 
waiting-room at a station on a journey leading them 
from the known to the unknown, but exciting for that 
very reason their utmost curiosity as to whence they 
came, and whither they were going. I know quite well 
that there never can be a whole nation of philosophers 
or metaphysical dreamers, ^he pleasures of life amd 
se nsual enjoyments would in India as elsewhere dull the 
i ntellect of the many, an d m ake them satisfied with a 
mere animal existence, n ot exempt from those struggles 
of envy and hatred which men share in common with 
the beasts. But the ideal life which we find reflected- 
in the ancient literature of India, must certainly have 
been lived by at least the few, and we must never 
forget that, aU through history, it is the few, not the 
many, who impress their character on a nation, and 
have a right to represent it, as a whole. What do we 
know of Greece at the time of the Ionian and Eleatic 
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philosophers, except the utterances of Seven Sages? 
What do "we know of the Jews at the time of Moses, 
except the traditions preserved in the Laws and the 
Prophets ? It is the Prophets, the poets, the lawgivers 
and teachers, however small their number, who speak 
in the name of the people, and who alone stand out 
to represent the nondescript multitude behind them, to 
speak their thoughts and to express their sentiments. 

I confess it has always seemed to me one of the sa d- 
dest chapters in the history of the world to see the early 
inhabitants of India who knew nothing of the rest of the 
world, of the mighty empires of Egypt and Babylon, of 
them wars and conquests, who wanted nothing from 
the outside world, and were happy and content in their 
own earthly paradise, protected as it seemed by the 
mountain ramparts in the north, and watched on every 
other side by the jealous waves of the Indian ocean, to 
see these happy people suddenly overrun by foreign 
warriors, whether Persians, Greeks or Macedonians, or 
at a later time, Scythians, Mohammedans, Mongolians, 
and Christians, and concjnered 

exce pt that they had neglected to cultivate the art of 
ki lling their neighbours . They themselves never 
wished for conquests, they simply wished to be left 
alone, and to be allowed to work out their view 
of life which was contemplative and joyful, though 
deficient in one point, namely the art of self-defence 
and destruction. They had no idea that a tempest 
could break upon them, and when the black clouds 
came suddenly driving across the northern and western 
mountain-passes, they had no shelter, they were simply 
borne down by superior brute force. They remind us 
of Archimedes imploring the cruel invader, not to dis- 
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turb his philosophical circles, but there was no help 
for them. That ideal of human life which they had 
pictured to themselves, and which to a certain extent 
they seemed to have realised before they were dis- 
covered and disturbed by the ‘ outer barbarians,’ had 
to be surrendered. It was not to be, the whole world 
was to be a fighting and a huckstering world, and 
even the solution of the highest problems of religion 
and philosophy was in future to be determined, not 
by sweet reasonableness, but by the biggest battalions. 
We must all learn that lesson, but even to the hardened 
historian it is a sad lesson to learn. 

But it may be said. What then are these dreamers 
to us? We have to learn our lessons of life from 
Greeks and Eomans. They are our light and our 
leaders. The blood that runs in our veins is the blood 
of vigorous Saxons and Normans, not of the pensive 
gymnosophists of India. 

True, and yet these pensive gymnosophists are not 
entire strangers to us. Whatever the blood may be 
that runs through our veins, the blood that runs 
through our thoughts, I mean our language, is the 
same as that of the Aryas of India, and that language 
has more to do with ourselves than the blood that 
feeds our body and keeps us alive for a time. 

nangiiagre, the Common Back^ro-and of Pliilosopliy. 

Let US therefore try, before we begin to compare the 
philosophy of the Hindus with our. own, or with that 
of Greeks and Eomans, to make it quite clear to our- 
selves, first of all, whether there may be a common 
foundation for both, or secondly whether we shall 
have to admit a later historical contact between the 
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pHlosophei's of the East and those of the West. I 
think people have learnt by this time to appreciate 
how much we are dependent in ail our thoughts on 
our language, nay how much we are helped, and, of 
course, hindered also by our language in all our 
thoughts, and afterwards in the deeds that follow on 
our thoughts. Still we must be careful and distin- 
guish between two things, — the common stock of 
words and thoughts which the Aryan nations shared 
in common before they separated, and the systems of 
thought which in later times they elaborated each on 
their own soil. The common intellectual inheritance 
of the Aryan nations is very considerable, — much 
larger than was at one time supposed. There are 
sufficient words left which, as they are the same in 
Greek and Sanskrit, must have existed before the 
Aryan family broke up into two branches, the one 
marching to the West and North, the other to the South 
and East. It is possible with the help of these words 
to determine the exact degree of what may be called 
civilisation, which had been reached before the great 
Aryan separation took place, thousands of years before 
the beginning of any history. We know that the only 
real historical background for the religion, the mytho- 
logy and the laws of the Greeks and Komans has 
been discovered in the fragments left to us of the 
common stock of words of the Aryan nations. 

Common Axy&n BeXigrion. and MytXiology. 

To treat of Greek religion, mythology, nay even of 
legal customs without a consideration of their Aryan 
antecedents, would be like treating of Italian without 
a knowledge of latin. This is now a very old truth, 
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though there are still, I believe, a few classical scholars 
left, who are shocked at the idea that the Greek Zeus 
could have anything to do with the Vedic Dyaus. 
You know that there are some people who occasion- 
ally publish a pamphlet to show that, after all, the 
earth is not round, and who even offer prizes and 
challenge astronomers to prove that it is round. It 
is the same in Comparative Philology and Eeligion. 
There are stiH some troglodytes left who say that Zeus 
may be derived from to live, that Varum shows 
no similarity to Ouranos, that deva, bright and god, 
cannot be the Latin deus, that iSfarvara is not 
Kerheros, and that Saraiiyu cannot be Erinys. 
To them Greek mythology is like a lotus swimming 
on the water without any stem, without any roots. 
I am old enough to remepiber the time when the 
world was startled for the first time by the discovery 
that the dark inhabitants of India should more than 
three thousand years ago have called their gods by 
the same names by which the Eomans and the 
Komanic nations called God and stUl call Him to the 
present day. But the world has even been more 
startled of late at the recrudescence of this old 
classical prejudice, which looked upon an Aryan 
origin of Greek thought and Greek language as 
almost an insult to classical scholarship. One of the 
greatest discoveries of our century, a discovery in 
which men such as Humboldt, Bopp, Grimm and 
Kuhn have gained their never-fading laurels, was 
treated once more as schoolmasters would treat the 
blunders of schoolboys, and that by men ignorant of 
the rudiments of Sanskrit, ignorant of the very ele- 
ments of Comparative Philology. I call it one of the 
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greatest discoveries of our age, for it has thrown light 
on one of the darkest chapters in the history of the 
world, it has helped us to understand some of the most 
pei'plexing riddles in the growth of the human mind, 
it has placed historical facts, where formerly we had 
nothing but guesses as to the history of the Aryan 
nations, previous to their appearance on the historical 
stage of Asia and Europe. 

I should not venture to say that some mistakes 
have not been made in the reconstruction of the 
picture of the Aryan civilisation previous to their 
separation, or in identifying the nanles of certain 
Greek and Vedic gods ; but such mistakes, as sqon as 
they were discovered, have easily been corrected. 
Besides, we know that what were supposed to be 
mistakes, were often no mistakes at all. One of the 
strongest arguments against a comparison of Greek 
and Vedic deities has always been that the Greeks of 
Homer’s time, for instance, had no recollection that 
Zeus was originally a name of the bright sky or 
Erinys a name of the dawn. Nothing is so easy as 
to disprove what no one has ever wished to prove. 
No Frenchman is conscious that the name Spicier has 
anything to do with species, and in the end, with 
Plato’s ideas; and yet we know that an unbroken 
historical chain connects the two names. Mytho- 
logical studies will never gain a safe scientific basis, 
unless they are built up on the same common Aryan 
foundation on which aU linguistic studies are admitted 
to rest. It is now the fashion to explain the similari- 
ties between the religion, the mythology, the folklore 
of the Aryan nations, not by their common origin, but 
by our common humanity, not by historical evidence. 
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but by psychological speculation. It is perfectly true 
that there are legends, stories, customs and proverbs 
to be found among the South Sea Islanders and the 
inhabitants of the Arctic regions which bear a 
striking likeness to those of the Aryan nations. 
Many such had been collected long ago by anthro- 
pologists such as Bastholm, Klemm, Waitz, and more 
recently by Bastian, Tylor and others. I have myself 
been one of the earliest labourers in this interesting 
field of Psychological Mythology. But the question- 
is, What conclusions have we a right to draw from 
such coincidences 1 First of all, we know by sad 
experience how deceptive such apparent similarities 
have often proved, for the simple reason that those 
who collected them misunderstood their real import. 
Secondly, we must never forget the old rule that, if 
two people say or do the same thing, it is not 
always the same. But suppose the similarity is 
complete and well made out, aU we have a right to 
say is that man, if placed under similar influences, 
will sometimes react in the same manner. We have 
no right as yet to speak of universal psychological 
instincts, of innate ideas and all the rest. Psycho- 
logical Mythology is a field that requires much more 
careful cultivation than it has hitherto received. 
Hitherto its materials have mostly proved untrust- 
worthy, and its conclusions, in consequence, fanciful 
and unstable. 

We move in a totally different atmosphere when 
we examine the legends, stories, customs and proverbs 
of races who speak cognate languages. We have here 
an historical background, we stand on a firm historical 
foundation. 
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Oliarites = Haritas. 

Let me give you one instance. I proposed many 
years ago the mythological equation Haritas=C'Aari- 
tea. AU sorts of objections have been raised against 
it, not one that I had not considered myself, before I 
proposed it, not one that could for one moment shake 
my conviction. If then the Sanskrit Haritas is the 
same -word, consonant by consonant and vowel by 
vowel, as the Greek Charites or Graces, have we not 
a right to say that these two words must have had 
the same historical beginning, and that however widely 
the special meaning of the Greek Graces has diverged 
from the special meaning of Haritas in Sanskrit, 
these two diverging lines must have started from a 
common centre? You know that in Sanskrit the 
Haritas are the bright horses of the sun, while in 
Greek the Charites are the lovely companions of 
Aphrodite. The common point from which these two 
mythological conceptions have started must be dis- 
covered and has been discovered in the fact that in 
the Veda Haritas meant originally the brilliant rays 
of the rising sun. These in the language of the Vedic 
poets became the horses of the sun-god, while in 
Greek mythology they were conceived as beautiful 
maidens attending on the orient sun, whether in its 
male or its female character. If therefore we compare 
the Vedic Haritas with the Greek Charites, all we 
mean is that they have both the same antecedents. 
But when the Greek Charis becomes the wife of 
Hephaistos, the smith, thei’e is no longer any contact 
here between Greek and Indian thought. This legend 
has sprung from the soil of Greece, and those who 
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framed it had no recollection, however vague, of the 
Vedic Haritas, the horses of the Vedic sun-god. 

Tlie later Q>rowtli of PMlosopliy. 

Now with regard to the early philosophy of the 
Greeks no one would venture to say that, such as we 
know it, it had been developed previous to the Aryan 
separation. If I say, no one, this is perhaps too 
strong, for how can we guard against occasional out- 
breaks of hallucination, and what strait jacket is there 
to prevent anybody who can drive a pen from rushing 
into print? Only it is not fair to make a whole 
school responsible for one or two black sheep. Greek 
philosophy and Indian philosophy are products re- 
spectively of the native soil of Greece and of India, 
and to suppose that similarities such as have been dis- 
covered between the Vedanta philosophy and that of 
the Eleatic philosophers, between the belief in metem- 
psychosis in the Upanishads and the same belief in 
the schools of the Pythagoreans, were due to borrowing 
or to common Aryan reminiscences, is simply to con- 
found two totally distinct spheres of historical research. 

Help derived by Pbilosopby from Xianguage. 

The utmost we can say is that there is an Aryan 
atmosphere pervading both philosophies, different from 
any Semitic atmosphere of thought, that there are 
certain deep grooves of thought traced hy Aryan 
language in which the thoughts both of Indian and 
Greek philosophers had necessarily to move. I shall 
mention a few only. You know what an important 
part the verbal copula acts in all philosophical opera- 
tions. There are languages which have no verbal 
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copula, while the Aryan languages had their copula 
ready made before they sepai-ated, the Sanskrit asti, 
the Greek earn, the Latin est, the Teutonic ist. The 
relative pronoun too is of immense help for the close 
concatenation of thought; so is the article, both definite 
and indefinite. The relative pronoun had been ela- 
borated before the Aryans separated, the definite 
article existed at least in its rudimentary form. We 
can hardly imagine any philosophical treatment with- 
out the help of indicative and subjunctive, without 
the employment of prepositions with their at fii^t 
local and temporal, but very soon, causal and modal 
meanings also, without participles and infinitives, 
without comparatives and superlatives. Think only 
of the difficulty which the Romans experienced and 
which we ourselves experience, in finding an equivalent 
for such a participle as ro ov, still more for the Greek 
ovorla. Sanskrit has no such difficulty. It expresses 
TO 6v by sat, and owmx by sat- tv a. All this forma 
the common property of Greek and Sanskrit and the 
other Aryan languages. There ai’O many other in- 
gredients of language which we accept as a matter of 
course, but which, if we come to consider it. could 
only have been the result of a lung intellectual 
elaboration. Such are. for inswnce, the formation of 
abstract nouns. Withgut abstract nouns philosophy 
would hardly deserve the name of philosophy, and we 
ai'e justified in saying that, as the suffixes by which 
abstract nouns are formed are the same in Greek and 
in Sanskrit, they must have existed before the Aryan 
separation. Tbe same applies to adjectives which may 
likewise be called general and abstract terms, and 
which in many cases arc formed by the same suffixes 
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in Greek and in Sanskrit. The genitive also was 
originally a general and abstract term, and was called 
yeviK'q because it expressed the genus to which certain 
things belonged. A bird of the water was the same 
as an aquatic bird, ‘ of the water ’ expressing the class 
to which certain birds belong. There are languages 
deficient in all or many of these points, deficient also 
in infinitives and participles, and these deficiencies 
have clearly proved fetters in the progress of philo- 
sophical thought, while Aryan philosopher were 
supplied by their common language with wings for 
their boldest flights of speculation. There are even 
certain words which contain the result of philosophical 
thought, and which must clearly have existed before 
the Greek language separated from Sanskrit. Such 
common Aryan words are, for instance, man, to think, 
(ndfiopa, memini), man as, mind (/iivos), as distinguished 
from corpus (Zend Kehrp), body ; n&raan, name ; xkk, 
speech; veda, I know, oTSa; «raddadhau, I believe, 
credidi, mr-ityu, death; amrita, immortal 

All this is true and justifies us in speaking oi a 
kind of common Aryan atmosphere pervading the 
philosophy of Greeks and Hindus, — a common, though 
submerged stratum of thought from which alone the 
materials, whether stone or clay, could be taken with 
vfhich to build the later temples of religion, and the 
palaces of philosophy. All this should be remembered ; 
but it should not be exaggerated. 


Zndepafidexiit caariaoter of X&aian Fhilosopliy. 

Eeal Imlian philob&phy, even in that embryonic 
form in which we find it in the ITpanishads, stands 
completely by itself. We cannot claim for it any 
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historical relationship with the earliest Greek philo- 
sophy. The two are as independent of each other as 
the Greek Charis, when she has become the wife of 
Hephaistos, is of the red horses of the V edic dawn. 

And herein, in this very independence, in this 
autochthonic character, lies to my mind the real 
charm of Indian philosophy. It sprang up when the 
Indian mind had no longer any recollection, had no 
longer even an unconscious impression, of its original 
consanguinity with the Greek mind. The common 
Aryan period had long vanished from the memory of 
the speakers of Sanskrit and Greek, before Thales 
declared that water was the beginning of all things; 
and if we find in the Upanishads such passages as 
‘ In' the beginning all this was water,’ we must not 
imagine that there was here any historical borrowing, 
we have no right even to appeal to prehistoric Aryan 
memories — all we have a right to say is that the 
human mind arrived spontaneously at similar con- 
clusions when facing the old problems of the world, 
whether in India or in Greece. The more the horizon 
of Our researches is extended, the more we are driven 
to admit that what was real in one place was possible 
in another. 

Was Greek Pkilosopliy borrowed from the East? 

In taking this position I know I am opposed to 
men of considerable authority, who hold that the 
ancient Greek philosophers borrowed their wisdom 
from the East, that they travelled in the East, and 
that whenever we find any similarity between early 
Greek and Oriental philosophy it is the Greeks who 
must be supposed to have borrowed, whether from 
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Egypt or from Babylon, or even from India. This 
question of the possibility of any influence having 
been exercised on early Greek philosophy by the 
philosophers of Egypt, Persia, Babylon and India 
requires a more careful consideration before we proceed 
further. It has been very fully discussed by Zeller in 
his great work Die PhUoaopJiie der Griechen. I en- 
tirely agree with his conclusions, and I shall try to 
give you as concisely as possible the results at which 
he has arrived. He shows that the Greeks from very 
earlv times were inclined to admit that on certain 
points their own philosophers had been influenced by 
Oriental philosophy. But they admitted this with 
regard to special doctrines only. That the whole of 
Greek philosophy had come from the East was main- 
tained at a later time, particularly by the priests 
of Egypt after their first intercourse with Greece, and 
by the Jews of Alexandria after they had become 
ardent students of Greek philosophy. It is curious, 
however, to observe how even Herodotus was com- 
pletely persuaded by the Eg3ptian priests, not indeed 
that Greek philosophy was borrowed from the Nile, 
but that certain gods and forms of worship such as 
that of Dionysos, and likewise ceidfdn religious doc- 
trines such as that of metempsychosis, had actually 
been imported into Greece from l^ypt. He wMit so 
far as to say that the Pelasgians had originally wor- 
shipped go^ in general only, but that they had 
received their names, with few exceptions, from 
Egypt. The Egyptian priests seem to have treated 
Herodotus and other Greek travellers very much in 
the same way in which Indian priests treat^ Wilford 
and Jacolliot, assuring them that everything they 
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asked for, whether in Greek mythology or in the 
Old Testament, was contained in their own Sacred 
Hooks. If, however, the study of Egyptian antiquities 
lias proved anything, it has proved that the names 
of the Greek gods wer-e not borrowed from Egypt. 
Krantor, as quoted by Proclus (in Tim. 24 B), was 
perhaps the first who maintained that the famous 
myth told by Plato, that of the Athenians and the 
Atlantidae, was contained in inscriptions still found 
in Egypt. In later times (400 A. D.) Diodorus Siculus 
appealed freely to books supposed to be in the pos- 
session of Egyptian priests, in order to prove that 
Orpheus, Musaeus, Homer, Lykurgus, Solon, and 
others iiad studied in Egypt ; nay, he adds that relics 
of Pythagoras, Plato, Eudoxus, Demokritus we’-e 
shown there to attest their former presence on the 
shores of the Nile. Pythagoras is said to have ac- 
(juirod his knowledge of geometry and mathematics and 
his belief in metempsychosis in Egypt ; Demokritus, 
his astronomy; Lykurgus, Solon, and Plato, their 
knowledge of laws. What was first stated by Egyp- 
tian priests fiom national vanity was afterwards, 
when the East was generally believed to have been 
the cradle of all wisdom, willingly repeated by the 
Gieeks tliemsclvcs. The Neo-Platonists, more par- 
ticulai-]y, were convinced that all wisdom had its 
first home in tho East. The Jews at Alexandria 
readily followed their cxamjilo, trying to prove that 
much of Greek religion and philosophy had been 
hoT rowed from their sacred writings. Clement spoke 
of Plato as the philosopher of or from the Hebrews 
(d 'E/l/iaiwr f/)iAo(Tor/j( , Strom i. 274 B). 

Zeller lias shown how little historical value can be 
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ascribed to these statements. He might have pointed 
out at the same time that the more critical Greeks 
themselves were very doubtful about these travels of 
their early philosophers and lawgivers in the East. 
Thus Plutarch in his life of Lykurgus saj's that 
was told that Lykurgus travelled not only to Crete 
and Asia Minor, where he became acquainted for the 
first time with the poems of Homer, but that he went 
also to Egypt. But here Plutarch himself seems 
sceptical, for he adds that the Egyptians themselves 
say so, and a few Greek writers, while with regard to 
his travels to Africa,, Spain, and India, they rest, he 
adds, on the authority of one writer only, Aristokrates, 
the son of Hippai chus. 

On the other hand there seems to be some kind of 
evidence that an Indian philosopher had once visited 
Athens, and had some personal intercourse with 
Sokrates. That Persians came to Greece and that 
their sacred literatrrre was known in Greece, we can 
gather from the fact that Zoroaster’s name, as a 
teacher, was known perfectly well to Plato and 
Aristotle, and that in the third centurj^ B. c. Her- 
mippus had made an analysis of the books of Zoro- 
aster. This rests on the authority of Pliny (Science 
of Language, i. p. 280). As Northern India was 
under Persian sway, it is not impossible that not only 
Persians, but Indians also, came to Greece and made 
there the acquaintance of Greek philosophers. There 
is certainly one passage which deserves more atten- 
tion than it has hitherto received. Eusebius (Prep. 
Ev., xi. 3) quotes a work on Platonic Philosophy by 
Aristocles, who states therein on the authority of 
Aristoxenos, a pupil of Aristotle, that an Indian 
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philosopher came to Athens and had a discussion 
with Sokrates. There is nothing in this to excite 
our suspicion, and what makes the statement of Aris- 
loxenos more plausible is the observation itself which 
this lixdian philosopher is said to have made to 
Sokrates. For when Sokrates had told him that his 
philosophy consisted in inquiries about the life of 
man, the Indian philosopher is said to have smiled 
and to have replied that no one could understand 
things human who did not first understand things 
divine. Now this is a remark so thoroughly Indian 
that it leaves the impression on my mind of being 
possibly genuine. 

But oven granting this isolated case, I have no 
doubt that all classical scholars will approve of 
Zeller’s judicious treatment of this question of the 
origin of Greek philosophy. Greek philosophy it, 
autochthonous, and requires no Oriental antecedents. 
Greek philosophei's themselves never say that they 
borrowed their doctrines from the East. That Pytha- 
goras went to Egypt may be true, that he became 
acquainted there with the solutions of certain geo- 
metrical problcm.s may be true also, but that he 
bouowcd the whole of his philosophy from Egypt, is 
simply a rhetorical exaggeration of Isokrates. The 
travels of Demokritus are better attested, but there is 
no evidence that ho was initiated in philosophical 
doctrines by his barbarian iriends. That Plato 
travelled in Egypt need not bo doubted, but that 
he went to Phoenicia, Chaldaea, and Persia to study 
philosophy, is mere guesswork. What Plato thought 
of the Egyptians he has- told us himself in the Republic 
(436) when he says that the special characteristic of 
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the Greeks is love of knowledge, of the Phoenicians 
and Egyptians love of money. If he borrowed no 
money, he certainly borrowed no philosophy from his 
Egyptian friends. 

When of late years the ancient literature of Egypt, 
Babylon, Persia, India, and China, came to be studied, 
there were not wanting Oriental scholara who thought 
they had discovered some of the sources of Greek 
philosophy in every one of these countries. But this 
period also has passed away. The opinions of Bohlen, 
Both, Gladisch, Lorinser, and others, are no longer 
shared by the best Oriental scholars. They all admit 
the existence of striking coincidences on certain points 
and special doctrines between Oriental and Occidental 
philo.^pIjical thought, but they deny the necessity of 
admitting any actual borrowing. Opinions like those 
of Thales that water is the origin of all things, of 
Heraclitus^ that the Divine pervades all things, of 
Pythagoras and Plato that the human soul migrates 
through animal bodies, of Aristotle that there are five 
dements, of Empedokles and the Orphics that animal 
i..od is objectionable, all these may easily be matched 
in Oriental philosophy, but to prove that they were 
borrowed, or rather that they were dishonestly ap- 
propriated, would require far stronger arguments than 
have yet been produced. 

Indian PMlosophy autoclitlionous. 

Let us remember then that the conclusion at which 
we have arrived enables us to treat Indian philosophy 
as a perfectly independent witness. It was different 
with Indian religion and mythology. In comparing 
Indian religion and mythology with the religion and 
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mj’thology of Greeks and RomanSj Celts and Teutons, 
the common Aryan leaven could still be clearly per- 
ceived as "working in all of them. Their rudiments 
ai’e the same, however different their individual 
growth. But when we come to compare Indian 
philosophy with the early philosophies of other Aryan 
nations, the case is different. M. Eeville, in his learned 
work on the American religions, has remarked how 
the religions of Mexico and Peru come upon us like 
the religions of another planet, free from all suspicion 
of any influence having ever been exercised by the 
thought of the old on the thought of the new wprld. 
The same applies not indeed to the religion, but to 
the philosophy of India. Apart from the influence 
which belongs to a common language and which must 
never be quite neglected, we may treat the earliest 
philosophy of India as an entirely independent witness, 
as the philosophy of another planet ; and if on certain 
points Indian and Greek philosophy arrive at the 
same results, we may welcome such coincidences as 
astronomers welcomed the coincidences between th 
speculations of Leverrier and Adams, both workii.g, 
independently in their studies at Paris and Cambridge. 
We may appeal in fact to the German proverb. Am 
zweier Zeuaen Mvmd, Wird alle Wdhrheit kund, 
and look upon a truth on which BMar^yaita and 
Plato agree, as not very far from proven. 
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THE BELATIOK OP PSYCHOLOGHCAL TO PHYSICAL 
AND ANTHROPOLOGICAL RELIGION. 


The Coiistitne]i.t Elemeata of Seliglon. 

O NE of the greatest difficulties in. studying ancient 
religions is the entire absence of any sj’stematic 
ai'rangement in their Sacred Books. We look in vain 
for anything like creeds, articles of faith, or a well- 
digested catechism. It is left therefore to ouiselves 
to reduce the chaos of thoughts which they contain 
to some kind of order. 

This has been attempted in vaiious ways. 
Sometimes the doctrines contained in them have 
been arranged in two classes, as dogmas to be believed 
(theology), and as rules of conduct to bo obeyed 
(ethics). Sometimes scholars have collected all that 
refers to the outward ceremonial, and have tiled to 
separate it from what was believed about the gods. 
But in most religions it would be almost impossible 
to separate ethics from dogma, while in its origin at 
least ceremonial is always the outward manifestation 
only of religious belief. Of late these outward or 
sacrificial elements of religion have received great 
attention, and a long controversy has been carried on 
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as to Whether sacrifice was the real origia of all 
religion, or whether every sacrifice, if properly under- 
stood, presupposes a belief in gods to whom the 
sacrifices wei-e offered. 

The theory, suppoi'ted chiefly by Professor Gruppe, 
that sacrifice comes first and a belief in gods after- 
wards seems to me utterly untenable, if not self- 
contradictory. An offering surely can only be an 
offering to somebody, and even if that somebody has 
not yet received a name of his own, he must have 
been conceived under a general name, such as celestial, 
immoi-tal, divine, powerful, and all the rest. 

It is no new discovery, for instance, that many of 
the hymns of the Eig-veda presuppose the existence 
of a highly developed ceremonial, but to say that this 
is the case with all, or that no hymns were composed 
except as auxiliary to a sacrifice, betrays a strange 
ignorance of palpable facts. Even the hymns which 
were composed for sacrificial purposes presuppose a 
belief in a number of gods to whom sacrifices are 
offered. If a hymn was to be used at the morning 
sacrifice, that very morning sacrifice owed its origin 
to a belief in a god manifested in the rising sun, or in 
a goddess of the dawn. The sacrifice was in fact as 
spontaneous as a prayer or a hymn, before it became 
traditional, technical, and purely ceremonial. On this 
point there cannot be two opinions, so long as we 
deal with facts and not with fancies. 


My owa. Oivisiou. 

In my Lectures on Natural Eeligion, I have pre- 
ferred a different division, and have assigned one 
course to each of what I consider the constituent 
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parts of all religions. My first course of Lectures was 
purely introductory, and Lad for its object a defini- 
tion of Nat'iiral Religion in its widest sense. I also 
thought it necessary, before approaching the subject 
itself, to give an account of the documents from whidbi 
we may derive trustworthy information about Natural 
Keligion as it presents itself to us in the historical 
growth of the principal religions of the world. 

My second coui'se, which treated oi Physical Religion, 
was intended to show how different nations had 
arrived at a belief in something infinite behind the 
finite, in something invisible behind the visible, in 
many unseen agents or gods of nature, till at last, by 
the natural desire for unity they reached a belief in 
one god above all those gods. We saw how what I 
called the Infinite in nature, or that which underlies 
all that is finite and phenomenal in our cosmic experi- 
ence, became named, individualised, and personified, 
till in the end it was conceived again as beyond all 
names. 

My third course, which treated of Anthropological 
Religion, was intended to show how different nations 
arrived at a belief in a soul,: how they named its 
various faculties, and what they imagined about its 
fate after death. 

While thus my second course was intended as a 
history of the discovery of the Infinite in nature, my 
third course was intended to explain the discovery 
of the Infinite in man. 

It remains for me to treat, in this my last course, of 
the relation between these two Infinites, if indeed 
there can be two Infinites, or to explain to you the 
ideas which some of the principal nations of the world 
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have formed on this relation between the soul and 
God. It has been truly said, and most emphatically 
by Dr. Newman, that neither a belief in God by itself, 
nor a belief in the soul by itself, would constitute 
religion, and that real religion Ls founded on a true 
perception of the relation of the soul to God and of 
God to the soul. What I want to prove is that all this 
is true, not only as a postulate, but as an historical fAct. 

Nor can it be doubted that our concept of God 
depends to a great extent on our concept of the soul, 
and it has been remarked that it would hhve been 
better if I had treated Anthropological before Physical 
Religion, because a belief in the Infinite in nature, in 
invisible powers, behind the great phenomena of the 
physical world, and at last in a soul of the Universe 
would be impossible, without a previous belief in the 
Infinite in man, in an invisible agent behind the acts 
of man, in fact, in a soul or a spirit. The same idea 
was evidently in the mind of Master Eckhart, when 
he said, ‘ The nearer a man in this life approaches to 
a knowledge of the nature of the soul, the nearer he 
approaches to a knowledge of God b’ 

From an historical point of view, however, the great 
phenomena, perceived in the objective world, seem to 
.have been the first to arouse in the human mind the 
idea of something beyond, of something invisible, yet 
real, of something infinite or transcending the limits 
of human experience. And it was probably in this 
sense that an old Rabbi remarked : ‘ God sees and is 
not seen; so the soul sees and is not seenV The 

* ‘ Als vil ein mensche in disem leben mit sinem bekenntnisse jo 
naher kamt dem wisen der s^le, je naher or isi dem bekenntnisse 
gotes' (ed. Pfeiffer, p. 617, 1. 82). 

* Bigg, Bampton Lectures, pp. 8 ; 10, n. 3 
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two processes, leading to a belief in an invisible 
God, the Infinite in its objective character, and to a 
belief in an invisible soul, or the Infinite in its sub- 
jective character, are reaUy so intimately connected 
that it is diflScult to say which of the two ought to be 
treated first, or which of the two came first in the 
historical development of religion. What is quite 
clear, however, is this, that Psychological Keligion 
presupposes both Physical and Anthropological Eeli- 
gion, and that before the soul and God can be brought 
into relation with each other, both the concept of God 
and the concept of soul had to be elaborated. Nay, 
God had to be conceived as soul-like, and the soul of 
man as God-like, for like only can know like, like 
only can love like, like only can be united with like. 

Tjie meaning' of Psychological Beligion. 

If I use the name of Psychological Religion in order 
to comprehend under it aU attempts at discovering the 
true relation between the soul and God, it is because 
other names, such as Theosopkic,Psychic,oiMy8tic,h&Ye 
been so much misused that they are sure to convey 
a false impression. Theosophic conveys the idea of wild 
speculations on the hidden nature of God; Psychic 
reminds us of trances, visions, and ghosts ; MysUc 
leaves the impression of something vague, nebulous, 
and secret, while to the student of Psychological Reli- 
gion the true relation of the two souls, the human 
soul and the divine, is, or ought to be, as clear as the 
most perfect logical syllogism. I shall not be able to 
avoid these names altogether, because the most promi- 
nent representatives of Theosophy and mystic religion 
have prided themselves on these names, and they are 
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very appropriate, if only clearly defined. Nothing, 
of course, is easier, and therefore to certain minds more 
tempting than to use the same word in its opprobrious 
sense, and thus by a mere name to condemn doctrines 
which have been held by the wisest and best of men. 
This kind of criticism need not detain us, or keep us 
from adopting the name of Theosophy for our own 
purposes. 

In most of the religions of the ancient world, the 
relation between the soul and God has been repre- 
sented as a return of the soul to God. A yearning 
for God, a kind of divine home-sickness, finds expres- 
sion in most religions. But the road that is to lead us 
home, and the reception which the soul may expect 
in the Father’s house, have been represented in very 
difierent ways, in different countries and different 
languages. 

Z. Beturn of tine Soul to Q>od9 after deatli. 

We can divide the opinions held and the hopes ex- 
pressed on this subject into two classes. According 
to some religious teachers, a return of the soul to God 
is possible after death only, an^ we shall see ever so 
many attempts, ever so many bridges thrown by hope 
and faith across the gulph which seems to separate 
the Human from the Divine. Most of these bridges, 
however, lead only to the home, or to the throne of God, 
and there leave the soul wrapt in intuition and adora- 
tion of an um’elated objective deity. Everything is still 
more or less mythological. The deity sits on a golden 
throne, and the souls, though diveste^ of their material 
bodies, are still like the shadows of their earthly bodies, 
approaching the foot of the throne, but always kept at 
a certain distiance from its divine occupant. 
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XX. Znowladtf* of tlio tmity of tlu Divine and tbe Hnnuui. 

According to other religious teachers, the linaJ 
beatitude of the soul can be achieved even in this life, 
nay must be artjhieved in this life, if it is to bear fruit 
in the next. That beatitude requires no bridges, it 
requires knowledge only, knowledge of the necessary 
unity of what is divine in man with what is divine in 
God. The Brahmans call it self-khowledge, that is to 
say, the knowledge that our true self, if it is anything, 
can only be that Self which is All in All, and beside 
which there is nothing else. Sometimes this concep- 
tion of the intimate relation between the human and 
the divine natures comes in suddenly, as the result of 
an unexplained intuition or self-recollection. Some- 
times, however, it seems as if the force of logic had 
driven the human mind to the same result. If God 
had once been recognised as the Infinite in nature, and 
the soul as the Infinite in man, it seemed to follow 
that Here could not be two Infinites. The Eleatics 
had clearly passed through a similar phase of thought 
in their own philosophy. ‘If there is an infinite,’ they 
said, ‘ it is one, for if there were two, they could not 
be infinite, but would be finite one towards the other. 
But that which exists is infinite, and there cannot be 
more such (edi^ra). Therefore that which exists is 
one 

Nothing can be more decided than this Eleatic 

O 

Monism, and with it the admission of a soul, the Infi- 
nite in man, as different from God, the Infinite in 
nature, would have been inconceivable In India the 

^ El 5 ^ dmipov, tv d ydp tvo utj, ovfc &v dvvmro dmtpa etvai^ dXX* 
txot dv wktpara vpos dmipov rb ovk apa vKiw rd Uvra* 

tv dpa rb ICv, (Melissus, Fragm 3.) 
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process was not quite the same, but it led in the end 
to the same result. The infinite in nature or Brah- 
man had been recognised as free from all predicates 
except three, sat, being, ^it, perceiving, S.nanda, 
blessedness. Whep, it was afterwards discovered that 
of the infinite in man also, the soul, or rather the self, 
Atman, nothing could be predicated except the same 
triad of qualities, being, perceiving, and rejoicing, the 
conclusion was almost irresistible that these two. 
Brahman and Atman, were in their nature one. 
The early Christians also, at least those who had been 
brought up in i^he schools of Neo-platonist philosophy, 
had a clear perception that, if the soul is infinite and 
immortal in its nature, it cannot be anything beside 
God or by the side of God, but that it must be of God 
and in God. St, Paul gave but his own bold expres- 
sion to the same faith or knowledge, when he uttered 
the Avoids which have startled so many theologians : 
‘ In Him we live and move and have our being ’ If 
anyone else had uttered these words, they would at 
once have been condemned as pantheism. No doubt 
they are pantheism, and yet they express the very 
key-note of Christianity. The divine sonship of man 
is only a metaphorical expression, but it was meant 
originally to embody the same idea. Nor was that 
sonship from the first restricted to one manifestation 
onl}’- of the Divine. The power at all events to become 
ihe sons of God was claimed for all men. And when 
the question was asked how the consciousness of this 
divine sonship could evei have been lost, the answer 
given by Christianity was, by sin, the answer given 
by the IJpanishads was, by avidy nescience. T.his 
marks the similarity, and at the same time the charac- 
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teristic difference between these two religions. The 
question how nescience laid hold of the humsm. soul, 
and made it imagine that it could live or move or 
have its true being anywhere but in Brahman, remains 
as unanswerable in Hindu philosophy as in Christi- 
anity the question how sin first came into the world’. 

Veda and Vedanta. 

If for the study of Physical Religion, more par- 
ticularly of the initial phases of Physical Religion, we 
depended chiefly, if not entirely, on the Veda, you 
vill find that for a study of Psychological Religion 
also and its first beginnings, the Veda is likewise, 
nay, even more, our most impoi-tant, if not our only 
authority. It is no longer, however, in the hymns 
of the Veda that we shall have to discover the fullest 
realisation of Psychological Religion, but in what is 
called the Vedanta, the end of the Veda. That is 
the name, as you may remember, given to the XJpani- 
shads or to the Gn^n&kk'nd&, the knowledge-portion 
as opposed to the KarmakfLuda, the work-portion of 
the Veda. It is doubtful whether Ved^ta was meant 
originally for the end, i. e. the last portion of the Veda, 
oi, as it is sometimes explained, for the end, that is 
the highest object of the Veda. Both interpretations 
can be defended. The Upanishads have really their 
place as the last portions of the Veda, but they are 
also looked upon as conveying the last and highest 
lesson of the religion and philosophy of the Veda. 

* Harnack, i. p. 103. Clemens Alex. (Strom, v. 14, 118) says ; 
ovTws ^vvafuy Xa^ovaa Kvpta/eiiv ^ fif €Tvm /ilv oiSlv 

akXo ttX'^v ayvoias tivat voni^ovaa. 
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Tbe Vsanialtaas. 

What these Upanishads are is indeed not easy to 
describe. I have published in the Sacred Boohs of 
the East the first complete translation of the twelve 
most important Upsinishads. The characteristic fea- 
ture of them, to which I wish to call y^ur attention 
now, is their fragmentary style. They are not sys- 
tematic treatises, such as we are accustomed to in 
Greek philosophy, but they are fragments, they are 
mere guesses at truth, sometimes ascribed to sages 
whose names are given, sometimes represented in the 
form of dialogues. They are mostly in prose, but 
they contain frequent remnants of philosophical poetry 
also. It is curious, however, that though unsystematic 
in form, they are not without a system underlying 
them all. We often find that the same subjects are 
treated in a similar, nay, in the same manner, some- 
times in the same words, in difierent Upanishads, 
reminding us in this respect of the three synoptic 
Gospels with their striking similarities and "their no 
less striking dissimilarities. In some cases we see 
even opinions diametrically opposed to each other, 
maintained by different authorities. While in one 
place we read, ‘In the beginning there was Sat,’ to 
* oi', we read in another, ‘ In the beginning there was 
Asat,’ TO p-h Sv, Other authorities say, ‘ In the begin- 
ning there was darkness ; In the beginning there was 
water ; In the beginning there was Pra^^pati, the lord 
of all created things; In the beginning there was 
Brahman ; In the begiiming there was the Self.’ 

It would seem diflicult at first sight to construct 
a weU-arranged building out of such heterogeneous 
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materials, and yet that is the very thing that has 
been achieved by the builders of what is called the 
Vedanta system of philosophy. 

The difficulties of the framers of that system were 
increased a hundredfold by the fact that they had to 
accept every word and every sentence of the Upani- 
shads as revealed and as infallible. However con- 
tradictory at first sight, all that was said in the 
Upanishads had to be accepted, had to be explained, 
had to be harmonised somehow (samanvaya). And 
it was hannonised and welded into a system of philo- 
sophy that for solidity and unity will bear comparison 
with any other system of philosophy in the world. 
This was done in a work which is called the Ved^nta- 
sfitras. 

Vedi.nta-Sutras. 

Sutra means literally a string, but it is here used 
as the name of short and almost enigmatical sentences 
which contain the gist, as it were, of each chapter in 
the most concise language, forming a kind of table of 
contents of the whole system of philosophy. I do 
not know anything like this Sutra-style in any 
literature, while in India there is a whole period of 
literature during wrhich everything that is elsewhere 
treated, either in prose or in poetry, has been reduced 
to these short aphorisms. The earlier of these Sutras 
are still to a certain extent intelligible, though ahvays 
difficult to understand. But after a tijue they became 
so condensed, their authors employed so many merely 
algebraic contrivances, that it seems to me that by 
themselves they must often have been utterly useless. 
It would seem that they were meant to be learnt by 
heart at first, and then to be followed by an oral 

H 
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explanation, but it is difficult to say whether they 
were composed independently, or whether they were 
from the beginning a mere abstract of an already 
existing work, a kind of table of contents of a com- 
pleted work. I must confess that whether these Shtras 
were composed at a time when writing was as yet 
unknown, or whether they were meant at first as the 
headings of written t/reatises, their elaboration seems 
to me far beyond anything that we could achieve 
now. They must have required a concentration of 
thought which it is difficult for us to realise. As 
works of art they are of course nothing, but for the 
purpose for which they were intended, for giving a 
complete and accurate outline of a whole system of 
philosophy, they are admirable; for, if properly ex- 
plained, they leave no doubt whatever as to the exact 
meaning of the authors of systems of philosophy on 
any point of their teaching. The same applies to the 
manuals of grammar, of ceremonial, of jurisprudence, 
and all the rest, composed likewise in the form of 
Sfrtras. 

The number of these Sfitras or headings for the 
system of the VedA,nta philosophy amounts to about 
555. They form four books (adhy^yas), each divided 
into four chapters (pMa' 

Besides Vedanta-sfitras this gigantic work is also 
known by the name of Mim^msfu-sfitras. Other 
names are Brahma-sfrtras, or /S^iraka Mim^msS.- 
sutras, or Vy^-sfitras. Mimimsfi. is a desiderative 
form of the root man, to think, and a very appro- 
priate name, therefore, for philosophy. A distinc- 
tion, h vever, is made between the Pfirv4 and the 
IJttaiA MimamsS., that is, the former and later 
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the former being an attempt 

to reduce the ceremonial and the sacrificial rules of 
the Veda to a consistent system, the latter having 
for its object, as we saw, the systematic arrangement 
of the utterances scattered about in the TJpanishads 
and having reference to Brahman as the Self of the 
universe and at the same time the Self of the soul. 
The Siitras of the former Mim^ms^ az'e ascribed to 
(raiminij those of the latter to B&.da,r^ya?ia. 

Who B£i,darS,yana was and when he lived, as usual 
in Indian literature, we do not know. All we can 
say is that his Sfitras presuppose the existence not 
only of the principal TJpanishads, but likewise of a 
number of teachers who are quoted by name, but 
whose works are lost to- us 

Commentary 1>jr Sankari^teya. 

The most famous, though possibly not the oldest 
extant commentary on these Sfitras is that by iSafikara 
or jSEifikarM:S,rya. He is supposed to have lived in 
the eighth or seventh century a. d.^ His commentary 
has been published several times in Sanskrit, and 
there are two translations of it, one in German by 
Professor Deussen, the other in English by Professor 
Thibaut, forming the XXXIVth volume of the Sacred 

* Mr. P^thaka in the Ind.Ant. XI, 174, fixes his date as Kaliyuga 
8889 to 8921 *=787 to 789 a.d., a date accepted by Weber {Sisloiy of 
IridianLit&ratwre, p. 51) and other scholars. Sankara’s bii th is generally 
supposed to have taken place at Eal&pi in Kerala in the Kalijuga 
year 8889, in the Viki ania year 845, that is about 788 a d (Deussen, 
System, p. 37). Mr. Telang. however, fixes Sankara’s date as early as 
690 A.D., and Fleet places the Nepalese Eling Vnshadeva, who knew 
Safikara and called his son after him Sahkaradeva, between 680- 
655 A.D. (Deussen, SuOas, p vii) See Fleet in Ind. Anf., Jan. 1887, 
p 41. 
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BooJcs of the East. There is one more volume still to 
follow. But though (Sankara’s commentary enjoys 
the highest authority all over India, there are other 
commentaries which hold their own by its side, and 
which differ from it on some very essential points. 

Commentary l)y B^md.nii^a. 

The best known is the so-called (Sri-bhhshya by 
RamSnurjra, a famous Vaish'nava theologian who is 
supposed to have lived in the twelfth century A.D. 
He often opposes (Sankara’s theoricSj and does it not 
in his own name only, but as representing an altogether 
independent stream of tradition. In India, where, 
even long after the introduction of writing, intellectual 
life and literary activity continued to run in the old 
channels of oral teaching, we constantly meet with a 
number of names quoted as authorities, though we 
have no reason to suppose that they ever left anyib’ng 
in writing. E^manug'a does not represent himself as 
starting a new theory of the Vedanta, but he appeals 
to Bodhayana, the author of a vntti or explanation 
of the Brahma-shtras, as his authority, nay he refers 
to previous commentaries orV'/’-ittik^ras on Bodhayana, 
as likewise supporting his opinions. It has been sup- 
posed that one of these, Dramidfa, the author of a 
Dramif/abhashya or a commentary on Bodhayana, 
is the same as the Dr&vic^a whose Bh^shya on the 
7i7(andogya-upanishad is several times referred to 
by (S'ahkara in his commentary on that Upanishad 
(p 1, 1. 2 infra), and whose opinions on the Vedanta- 
sutras are sometimes supported by (Sankara (see 
Thibaut, S. B. E XXXIV, p. xxiL). BSidarayaTia 
hmiself, the author of the Vedftnta-shtras, quotes a 
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number of earlier authorities^, but it does by no 
means follow that there ever existed Shtras in the 
form of books composed by them. 

ThxM Periods of VedAnta niteratnxe. 

In studying the VedS-nta philosophy, we have to 
distinguish three successive layers of thought. We 
have first of all the Upanishads, which presuppose a 
large number of teachers, these teachers often differing 
from each other on essential, and likewise on trivial 
points. We have secondly the Shtras of BMar^a'wa, 
professing to give the true meaning of the Upanishads, 
reduced to a systematic form, but admitting the exis- 
tence of different opinions, and referring to certain 
authors as upholding divergent views. We have 
thirdly the commentaries of S^afikara, Bodh^yana, 
E^mS.nugra, and many others. These commentaries, 
however, are not mere commentaries in our sense of 
the word, they are really philosophical treatises, each 
defending an independent view of the Shtras, and 
indirectly of the Upanishads. 

PeoxtUar CRaraoter of Indlau PRilosopR;. 

It is not surprising that philosophers, on reading 
for the first time the Upanishads or the Vedanta-sfitras 
should find them strange, and miss in them that close 
concatenation of ideas to which they are accustomed 
in the philosophy of the West. It is difficult to over- 
come the feeling that the stream of philosophical 
thought, as we know It in Europe, passing from Greece 

^ For instance, Atreya, A^marathya, Aiirfulomi, 

K^sakritsna, Craimiai, Badari. Tliibaut, XXXIV, p. xix. 
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through the middle ages to our o\v:n shores, is the only 
stream on which we ourselves can freely move. It is 
particularly difficult to translate the language of 
Eastern philosophy into the language of our own 
philosophy, and to recognise our 'own problems in 
their philosophical and religious difficulties. Still we 
shall find that beneath the surface there is a similarity 
of purpose in the philosophy of the East and of the 
West, and that it is possible for us to sympathise 
with the struggles after truth, even though they are 
disguised under a language that sounds at first strange 
to students of Aristotle and PlatOj of Descartes and 
Spinoza, of Locke and Hegel. 

FhiXoBophy with, doubting the Biridexice of the Senses. 

Both philosophies, that of the East and that of the 
West, start from a common point, namely from the 
conviction that our ordinary knowledge is unceitain, 
if not altogether wi'ong. This revolt of the human 
mind against itself is the first step in all philosophy. 
The Vedanta philosophy , represents that revolt in all 
Its fulness. Our knowledge, according to Hindu 
philosophers, depends on two pram^nas, that is, 
measures or authorities, namely, pratyaksha, sensu- 
ous perception, and anumana, that is, deduction. 


Sruti or Xuspixation. 

The orthodox philosopher, -however, adds a third 
authority, namely Sruti, or revelation. This, from a 
philosophical point of view, may seem to us a weak- 
ness, but even as such it is interesting, and we know 
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that it is shared by other philosophers nearer home. 
(Si'uti means hearing or ■what has been heard, and it is 
generally explained as meaning simply the Yeda. 
The Veda is looked upon, from the earliest times of 
which we know anything in India, as superhuman ; 
not as invented and composed, but only as seen by 
men, that is, by inspired seers, as eternal, as infallible, 
as divine in the highest sense. 

We are apt to imagine that the idea of inspiration 
and a belief in the inspired character of Sacred Books 
is our own invention, and our own special property. 
It is not, and a comparative study of religion teaches 
us that,' like the idea of the miraculous, the idea 
of inspiration also is almost inevitable in certain 
phases in the historical growth of religion. This does 
not lower the meaning of inspiration, it only gives it 
a larger and a deeper meaning. 

If we take Veda in the ordinary sense in which it 
is generally taken by Indian philosophers, we must 
admit that to place its authority on a level with the 
evidence of the senses and the conclusions of reason, 
seems difficult to understand. It is reason alone that 
calls inspiration inspiration ; reason therefore stands 
high above inspiration. But if we take Veda as know- 
ledge, or as it sometimes is explained as &ptava/jana, 
i. e. language, such as it has been handed down to us, the 
case is different. The language which has come down 
to us, the words in -which thought has been realised, 
the world of ideas in which we have been brought up, 
form an authority, and exercise a sway over us, second 
only, if second at all, to the authority of the senses. 
If the Hindu philosopher looks upon the great words 
of our language as eternal, as communicated from 
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above, as only seen, not as made by us, he does no 
more than Plato when he taught that' his so-called 
ideas are eternal and dbdne. 

But though this more profound concept of ^I'uti 
bi'eaks forth occasionally in Hindu philosophy, the 
ordinary acceptation of /Sruti is simply the Veda, such 
as we possess it, as consisting of hymns and Br^hmaTias, 
though no doubt at the same time also, as the ancient 
depository of language and thought, not so much in 
what it teaches, but in the instruments by which it 
teaches, namely in every word that conveys an 
idea. 

But the Vedanta philosopher, after having recognised 
these three authorities, turns against them and says 
that they are all uncertain or even wrong. The or- 
dinary delusions of the senses are as familiar to him 
as they are to us. He knows that the sky is not blue, 
though we cannot help our seeing it as blue ; and as 
all deductions are based on the experience of the senses, 
they are naturally considered as equally liable to error. 

As to the Veda, however, the Vedantist makes an 
important distinction between what he calls ' the 
practical portion, the Karmaka?itZa,’ and ‘ the theore- 
tical portion, the Gfiknaikkrida,' The former comprises 
hymns and Br^hmanas, the latter the Upanishads. 
The former, which includes all that a priesthood would 
naturally value most highly, is I'eadily siuTcndered. 
It is admitted that it may be useful for a time, that it 
may serve as a necessary preparation, but we are told 
that it can never impart the highest knowledge which 
is to be found in the second portion alone. Even 
that second portion, the Upanishads, may seem to 
contain many imperfect expressions of the highest 
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trutli, but it is tbe object of tbe Yed^ta philosopher 
to explain away these imperfect expressio''s or to 
bring them into harmony with the general drift of the 
VedS,nta. This is done with all the cleverness of the 
philosophical pleader, though it often leaves the 
unprejudiced student doubtful whether he should 
follow the philosophical pleader, or whether he should 
recognise in these imperfect expressions traces of an 
historical growth, and of individual efforts which in 
different Brahmanic settlements need not always have 
been equally successful. 

T&t tvam asi. 

If we ask what was the highest purpose of the 
teaching of the Upanishads we can state it in three 
words, as it has been stated by the greatest Vedanta 
teachers themselves, namely Tat tvam asi. This 
means. Thou art that. That stands for what I called 
the last result of Physical Religion which is known 
to us under different names in different systems of 
ancient and modem philosophy. It is Zeus or the 
Els 0eos or to ov in Greece ; it is what Plato meant 
by the Eternal Idea, what Agnostics call the Un- 
knowable, what I caU the Infinite in Nature. This 
is what in India is called Brahman, as masculine or 
neuter, the being behind all beings, the power that 
emits the universe, sustains it and draws it back again 
to itself. The Thou is what I called the Infinite in 
Man, the last result of Anthropological Religion, the 
Soul, the Self, the being behind every human Ego, 
free from all bodily fetters, free from passions, free 
from all attachments. The expression Thou art that, 
means Thine Atman, thy soul, thy self is the Brahman, 
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or, as we can also express it, the last result, the highest 
object discovered by Physical Religion is the same as 
the last result, the highest subject discovered by 
Anthropological Religion ; or, in other words, the 
subject and object of all being and all knowing are 
one and the same. This is the gist of what I call 
Psychological Religion, or Theosophy, the highest sum- 
mit of thought which the human mind has reached, 
which has found different i expressions in different 
religions and philosophies, but nowhere such a clear 
and powerful realisation as in the ancient XJpanishads 
of India. 

For let me add at once^ this recognition oi the 
identity of the that and the thou, is not satisfied with 
mere poetical metaphor such as that the human soul 
emanated from the divine soul or was a portion of it; 
no, what is asserted and defended against all gain- 
sayei's is the substantial identity of what had for a 
time been wrongly distiuguished as the subject and 
object of the world. 

The Self, says the Vedanta philosopher, cannot be 
different from Brahman, because Brahman compre- 
hends all reality, and nothing that really is can 
therefore be different from Brahman. Secondly, the 
individual self caimot be conceived as a modification 
of Brahman, because Brahman by itself cannot be 
changed, whether by itself, because it is one and 
perfect in itself, or by anything outside it. Here we 
see the Yed3,ntist moving in exactly the same stratum 
of thought in which the Eleatic philosophers moved 
in Gi'eeee. ‘ If there is one Infinite,’ they said, ‘ there 
cannot be another, for the other would limit the one, 
and thus render it finite.’ Or, as applied to God, the 
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Eleatics argued, * If God is to be the mightiest and the 
best, he must be one \ for if there were two or more, 
he would not be the mightiest and best.’ The Eleatics 
continued their monistic argument by showing that 
this One Infinite Being cannot be divided, so that 
anything could be called a portion of it, because there 
is no power that could separate anything from it^. 
Nay, it cannot even have parts, for, as it has no 
beginning and no end \ it can have no parts, for a 
part has a beginning and an end *. 

These Eleatic ideas — ^namely, that there is and there 
can be only One Absolute Being, infinite, unchange- 
able, without a second, withouu parts and passions — 
are the same ideas which underlie the XJpanishads 
and have been fully worked out in the Ved^nta- 
sfitras. 

Xwo Ted&nta Schools. 

But they are not adopted by all V edS,ntists. Though 
all Vedsbntists accept the Upanishads as inspired and 
infallible, and though they aU recognise the authority 
of the Ved^ta-sfitras, ■ they, like other orthodox 
philosophers, claim the freedom of interpretation, and 
by that fteedom, have become divided into two schools 
which to the present day divide the Ved&.ntist philo- 
sophers of India into the followers of £fafikara, and 
the' followers of E^manu^a. The latter, ES,m§n.upa, 

^ Zeller, p. 453. 

* Zeller, p. 472 ; Parm. v. 78, 

ouSI ^iaip€r6v ^artv, iirel irav Icrly ofiotov 
otfbi rt fiaWov tSkw etpyoi fuv (vvix^dOai 
0^54 Ti vkioy kcrrlv iovros. 

* Zellerj p. 511, fragm. 2. 

* Melissiis, Fr. 16, €i jxhv Uv kun, dfi avrb tv (tvcu* tv 81 tbv Beiavrb 

awfjta pii €x*t>'* 5^ ex©* wdxos, fiopta itat ovKirt hv mj tv. 

Fr. 8, c2 dvupov^ tv* ti yap dvo ovx &v dvvouro dtrttpa tTvat* 
dXX* €XOt btv K^tpara vpbs dk\7)\a* dvttpov dt rb idv, obit dpa wkia t4 
tSvra* tv dpa rd i6y. 
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holds to what we should call the theory of evolution ; 
he looks upon Brahman as the cause, upon the world 
as the effect^ the two being different in appearance, 
though in reality one and the same. Everything that 
is, is Bivahman, but ‘Brahman contains in itself the real 
germs of that variety which forms the object of our 
sensuous perception. The Brahman of Ram^nugra may 
almost be called a personal God, and the soul an indi- 
vidual being sprung from Brahman. Though never 
really apart from him, it is supposed to remain for 
ever a personalityi by itself. The former, /Sahkara, 
holds to the theory of illusion (Mvarta) or nescience 
(avidylb). He also maintains that everything that 
exists is Brahman, but he looks upon the world, with 
its variety of forms and names, as the result of illusion. 
Brahman with Sankara is impersonal and without 
attributes. It becomes personal (as isvara, or the 
Lord) when under the influence of avidyd, just as the 
individual soul deems itself personal when turned 
away from the highest Brahman, but is never in reality 
anything else but Brahman. These two doctrines 
continue to divide the VedS^ntists to the present day, 
and the school of K.^mS.nupa is the more popular of 
the two. For it must not be supposed that this 
ancient Vedanta philosophy is extinct, or studied' by 
professed philosophers only. It is even now the pre- 
vailing philosophy and almost religion of India, and no 
one can gain an insight into the Indian mind, whether 
in the highest or in the lowest ranks of society, who 
is not familiar with the teachings of the Vedanta. 

In order to explain how the same texts, the Upa- 
nishads, and even the Ved^nta-sfltras, could lend 
themselves to such different explanations, it will be 
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necessary to say a few words on the difficulty of 
rightly understanding these ancient sacred texts of 
the Brahmans. 

trpanisliads difficult to translate. 

In my lectures on Physical Religion, when quoting 
from the hymns of the Rig-veda, I had often to warn 
you that there are many passages in these ancient 
hymns which are as yet obscure or extremely difficult 
to translate. The great bulk of these hymns is clear 
enough, but whether owing to corruptions in the text, 
or to the boldness of ancient thought, all honest 
scholars are bound to confess that their translations 
do not quite reach the originals, and are liable to 
correction in the future- To an outsider this may 
seem to be a desperate state of things, and if he finds 
two Vedic scholars differing from each other, and 
defending each his own interpretation with a warmth 
that often seems to arise from conceit rather than 
from conviction, he thinks he is justified in thanking 
God that he is not as other men are. Of course, this 
is simply childish. If we had waited till every 
hieroglyphic text had been intei’preted from beginning 
to end, or till every Babylonian inscription had been 
fully deciphered, before saying anything about the 
ancient religion of the Egyptians and Babylonians, 
we should not now possess the excellent works of 
Lepsius, Brugsch, Maspero, of Schrader. Smith, Sayce, 
Pinches and Haupt. The same applies to Yedic 
literature. Here also the better is the enemy of the 
good, and as long as scholars are careful to distinguish 
between what is certain and what is as yet doubtful, 
they need not mind the jeers of would-be critics, or the 
taunts of obstructionists. The honest labourer must not 



no 


LECTUBE IV. 


wait till he can work in the full light of the noontide 
sun — ^he must get up early, and learn to find his way 
in the dim twilight of the morning also. 

I think it right therefore to warn you that the 
texts of the XJpanishads also, on which we shall have 
chiefly to depend in our lectures, are sometimes very 
obscure, and very difficult to translate accurately into 
English or any other modern language. They often 
lend themselves to different interpretations, and even 
their ancient native commentators who have written 
long treatises on them, often differ from each other. 
Some hold this opinion, they often say, others that, 
and it is not always easy for us to choose and to say 
positively which of the ancient interpreters was right 
and which was wrong. When I undertook to publish 
the first complete translation of the twelve most im- 
portant XJpanishads, I was well aware that it was no 
easy task, it had never before been carried out in its 
completeness by any Sanskrit scholar. As I had ray self 
pointed out that certain passages lent themselves to 
different explanations, nothing was easier to the fault- 
finding critic than to dwell on these passages and to 
point out that their translation was doubtful or that the 
rendering I had adopted was wrong, or that at all events 
another rendering was equally possible. My translation 
has not escaped this kind of criticism, but for all 
that, even my most severe critics have not been able to 
deny that my translation marked a decided progress 
over those that had been hitherto attempted, and this, 
as Professor Boehtlingk has truly remarked, is after 
all, all that an honest scholar should care for. The 
best authority on this subject, Professor Deussen, has 
warned our ill-natured and ill-informed critics that in 
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tli6 tronslflition of the Upamshads, as in other works 
of the same tentative character, le uni&ux esf VenneTni 
diU bten. We ought to advance step by step beyond 
our predecessors, well knowing that those who come 
after us will advance beyond ourselves. Nor do I 
wonder that native scholars should be amazed at our 
hardihood in venturing to differ from such men as 
Sankara, R^matirtha, and others, whom they look 
upon as almost infallible. All I can say in self-defence 
is that even the native commentators admit the 
possibility of different explanations, and that in claim- 
ing for ourselves the right to choose between them, we 
do no more than what they would wish us to do in 
giving us the choice. I have a great respect for native 
commentators, but I cannot carry my respect for these 
learned men so far as a native In^an scholar who 
when I asked him which of two conflicting inter- 
pretations he held to be the right one, answered with- 
out any misgivings, that probably both were right, 
and that otherwise they would not have been men- 
tioned by the ancient commentators. 

I have often been told that it is not wise to lay so 
much stress on the uncertainties attaching to the 
translation of Oriental texts, pax*ticularly of the 
Vedas, that the same uncertainties exist in the inter- 
pretation of the Bible, nay even of Greek and Latin 
classics, to say nothing of Greek and Latininscriptions. 
The public at large, they say, is sufficiently incredulous, 
as it is, and it is far better to give the last results of 
our researches as certain for the time being, leaving 
it to the future to correct such mistakes as are inevit- 
able in the deciphering of ancient texts. This advice 
has been foil owed by many students, more pai'ticularly 
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by the decipherers of hieroglyphic and cuneiform 
inscriptions; but what has been the result? As every 
year has corrected the results of the previous year, 
hardly anyone now ventures to make use of the results 
of these researches, however confidently they are put 
forward as final, and as beyond the reach of doubt. 
It is quite true that the warnings given by con- 
scientious scholars as to the inevitable uncertainty 
in the translation of Vedic texts, may produce t ' 
same effect. My having called the Veda a book witn 
seven seals has been greedily laid holdl of by certain 
writers to wfcoin the very existence of the Veda was 
an olPcnce and a provocation, in order to show the 
insecurity of all systems of comparative philology, 
mythology and theology, based on evidence derived 
from this book with seven seals. True scholars, 
however, know better. They know that in a long 
L-^tin inscription certain words may be quite illegible, 
others difhcult to decipher and to translate, and that 
yet a considerable portion may be as clear and as 
intelligible as any page of Cicero, and may be used 
for linguistic or historical purposes with perfect 
safety. Scholars know that the same applies to the 
Veda, and that many words, many lines, many pages 
ai‘e as clear as any page of Cicero. 

When I am asked what can be the use of a book 
with seven seals for a comparative study of religion 
and mythology, my answer is that it stimulates us to 
remove those seals.. In the case of the Veda I may 
safely say that several of these seals have by this 
time been broken, and there is every reason to hope 
that with honesty and perseverance the remaining 
seals also will in time be removed. 
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JOUENEY OF THE SOUL AFTEB DEATH. 

Different Statements from tlie Dpanlsliads. 

W E have now to consider what the Upanishads 
themselves teach on the relation of the scul to 
God, and more particularly of the return of the soul 
to Brahman. Here we shall find that both schools 
of the Ved4ntists, that of R&.m§,nupa and that of 
iSahkara, can appeal to texts of the Upanishads 
in support of their respective opinions, so that it 
seems as if the Upanishads combined both and re- 
jected neither of the leading VedUnta theories. Of 
course .there have been long discussions among 
Ved^tists in India, and likewise among students 
of the Vedanta in Europe, as to which of the two 
schools represents the true spirit of the Upanishads. 
If we take the Upanishads as a whole, I should say 
that ySahkai'a is the more thorough and faithful 
exponent of their teaching ; but if we admit an histo- 
rical growth in the Upanishads themselves, Ramanuja 
may be taken as representing more accurately an 
earlier period of Upanishad doctrines, which were cast 
into the shade, if not superseded, by a later growth 
of Veddntic speculation. That later growth, repre- 
sented by the denial of any reality except that of the 
highest Brahman, is almost ignored by Eimanupa or 
interpreted by him with groat freedom. If we undcr- 
(4) I 
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btand Eamanug'a rightly, he TN^ould scorn satisfied 
with t’.e soul being at death emancipated fiom 
samsara or further births, passing on to the world of 
Brahman, masc., and there enjoying everlasting bliss 
in a kind of heavenly paradise. /Sankara, on the con- 
trary, goes bc} ond, and looks upon final emancipation 
as a rccovciiug of true sclf-consciousness, self-con- 
sciousness meaning with him the consciousness of the 
self as being in reality the whole and undivided 
Brahman. 

Wo shall best be able to follow this twofold dc- 
\elopment of Vedantic thought, if we tiist examine 
the moie important passages in the Upanishads 
which tieat of the leturn of the soul to the Lowci 
Biahman, and then see how these passages hav-e been 
harmonised in the Vedanta-sutias h 

We begin with the descriptions of the road that is 
to be taken by the soul after death. Here we find 
the following more or loss dift'eriiig accounts in dif- 
ferent Upanishads. 

Fassagres from tlie TTpauishada. 

I. B?vbad-^ra'n.yaka VI. (8) 2, 13 • . 

‘ A man lives so long as he lives, and then when 
he dies, they take him to the fiie, (the funeral pile); 
and then the lire is his fire, the fuel is his fuel, the 

‘ The tianslatifinb lieic given differ in several places from those 
ftiven m my tiansLitiun in the S B 2? , vols i and xv In my 
tiaiislation m the S B E I placed myself more completely on the 
standpoint of /'Diiiilviiia, < vcopt lu cases wheio he was cleaily wiong. 
In the translations I have tried, as much as possible, not 

to allow myself to be inlluenced by /baukaia, in ordoi to be quite 
fair towaids Ramanuj/a and othci mteipiotcis of the Upanishads 
and the Vedanta-^sutias I have also availed myself of some con- 
jectuial emendations, pioposed by othei scholais, whoievei they 
seemed to me leasonabk 
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smoke his smoke, the light his light, the coals his 
coals, and the sparks his sparks. In that fire the 
Devas, the gods, offer man (as a sacrifice), and from 
that sacrifice man (purusha) rises, hrilliant in colour. 

‘ Those who thus know this and those who in the 
forest worship the True as faith go to light, from 
light to day, from day to the waxing half of the moon 
(new moon), from the waxing half of the moon to the 
six months when the sun goes North 2, from those 
six months to the world of the Devas, from the world 
of the Devas to the sun, from the sun to the place of 
lightning^. "When they have reached the place of 
lightning, a person, not a man ‘, comes near them 

^ YA£/?1avalkya III 192 explains this by sraddhayl. paraya yiita/*, 

V ndo^\ed with the highest faith The exact meaning is not cleai 
The True is meant for Biahman. 

^ Cf Deussen, Sictr , p 19 ; Syst , p* 509 

3 On the connection of lightning with the moon, see Hillobrandt, 
Vcd Mythologie, voi i. pp 345, 421. 

* The 1 ight reading here and in the JT/iandogya-Upanishad IV 
15, 5, seems to be purusho amanava^. We have, however, tor 
the other reading manasa/i the autliority of Ytlgnavalkya III. 194, 
but amanava^ is stiongly suppoited by the Vedanta- sutras and by 
the commentatois (sec p 134). Professor Boehtlmgk piefei& 
manasa/t, and translates : * Now comes the spirit who dwells in 
tiie thinking oigan and takes them to the places of Biahman.* 
This cannot be 

(Sankara heie explains puiusho manasa/i as a mni piodueed by 
Brahman tinough ins mind Thib ib possible, and better at all 
events than BuehtlmgkV tianslation Foi puiusiio manasa/i, 
if it means the spirit that dwells in the thinking oigan, as, for 
instance, in Taitt Up I. 6, could not bo said to approach the 
souls, for they would be tlieaivdves the puiusiias who have 
leached the lightning. If we lead manasa, we could only take 
it ioi a puiuslia, a perbOii, though not a mateiial being, who 
may theiefoie be called maiiasa/i, either as a being visible to the 
mind (manas) only, or as a being cieated by the mmd, in fact 
a kind of spiiit m the foim ot a man, though not a real man. 
I piofer, how’ever, to lead am an a v a. What confirms me m this 
belief IS that in the Avesta also, which shares many ideas about 
the jouiiiey of the souls after death with the Upamsiiads, we lead 
that when the soul of the departed approaches the Paradise of the 

I 2 
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and leads them to the worlds of Brahman. In these 
worlds of Brahman they dwell for ever and ever 
(parM parS,vataA.) and there is no return for them.’ 

Here you see a distinctly mythological view of a 
future life, some of it hardly intelligible to us. The 
departed is supposed to rise from the pile on which 
his body was burnt, and to move on to the light 
(ar/ds) This is intelligible, but after the light follows 
the day, and after the day the six months of the sun’s 
journey to the North. What can be the meaning of 
that? It might mean that the departed has to wait 
a day and then six months before he is admitted to 
the world of the Devas, and then to the sun, and then 
to the place of lightning. But it may mean also that 
there are personal representatives of all these stations, 
and that the departed has to meet these half-divine 
beings on his onward journey. This is BMar^yar.a’s 
vieyv. Here you see the real difficulties of a trans- 

Endless Lights, a spirit, or, as we read in one ot the Yashts (<S. K E., 
xxiii. p. 317 one pf tho faitliful, who has departed before him, 
approaches the new comer and asks him several questions, before 
Ahura Mazda gives him tho oil and the food that are destined in 
heaven for tho youth of good thoughts, words, and deeds. This 
shows how carefiii we should bo not to be too positive in our 
translations of difficult passages. Wo may discard tho authoiity 
of Saiikaia, possibly even Unit of Badar^yana, who takes purusho 
amanavafe as a ponton, not a man. But V>eforc wo can do this, we 
ought to show by parallel passages that purusho m&nasa/i, not 
manomayaft, has ever been used m the Upanishads in the sense of 
the spirit who dwells m tho thinking organ. Till that is done, it 
would bo better for Professor Boohtiingk not to treat tho traditional 
interpretations of Badarayawa and Sankara with such undisguised 
contempt. 

‘ This seems to correspond to sasvati/t sama/i in V. 10, 1, and to 
have a temporal rather than local meaning. 

* Tliis cannot be meant for the fire of the funeral pile by which 
ho has been burnt, for tho dead is supposed to be in the fire, and 
consumed by it. It is sometimes supposed to be mo^nt for tho 
Agniloka, the ivorld of Agni. 
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lation. The words are clear enough, but the difficulty 
is how to connect any definite ideas with the words. 

So much for those who pass on the Devay^na, the 
Path of the Gods, from the funeral pile to the worlds 
of Brahman, and who are not subject to a return, 
i. e. to new births. If, however, the departed has not 
yet reached a perfect knowledge of Brahman, he 
proceeds after death on the Yitriyk'na,, the Path of the 
Fathers. Of them the Brihad-lijaTiyaka (VI. (8) 2, 
16} says . 

‘But they who conquer the worlds by sacrifice, 
charity, and austerity go to smoke, from smoke to 
night, from night to the waning half of the moon, 
from the waning half of the moon to the six months 
when the sun moves South ; fr'om these months to the 
world of the Fathers, from the world of the Fathers to 
the moon. Having reached the moon, they become 
food, and the gods consume them there, as they con- 
sume Soma (moon) the King, saying, Wax and wane ! 
But when this is over, they go back to the same 
ether from ether to air, from air to rain, from rain 
to the earth. And when they have reached the earth, 
they become food, they are offered again in the fire 
which is man, and thence are bom in the fire of 
woman®. Then they rise upwards to the worlds, 
and go the same round as before. Those, however, 
who know neither of the two paths, become worms, 
insects, and creeping things.’ 

We have now to examine some other passages in ibe 
Upanishads, where the same two paths are described. 

^ See mad. Up. V. 10, 4. 

3 This sentence is left ont by Boehtlingk ; why f See AMnd 
Up. y. Tend 8. 
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II. Br^ha(i4ra1^yaka V. (7) 10, 1: 

‘ When the person goes away from this world, he 
comes to the wind. Then the wind makes room for 
liim, like the hole of a wheel, and through it he 
mounts higher. He comes to the sun. Then the sun 
makes room for him. Eke the hole of a lambara 
(drum ?), and through it he mounts higher. He comes 
to the moon. Then the moon makes room for him, 
like the hole of a drum, and through it he mounts 
higher, and arrives at the world where there is no 
sorrow, and no snow. There he dwells eternal years ' 
(sasvatiA samaA). 

III. iT/d^ndogya-Upanishad VIII. 6, 5 ; 

‘When ho departs from this body he mounts up- 
wards by those very rays (the rays of the sun which 
enter the arteries of the body), or he is removed while 
saying Om h And quickly as he sends off his mind 
{as quick as thought), he goes to the sun. For 
the sun is the door of the world (lokadviram). an 
entrance for the knowing, a bar to the ignorant.’ 

IV. /C/dfindogya-Upanishad V. 10, 1 : 

‘ Those who know this, and those who in the forest 
follow austerity as faith, go to the light (ar/jis), from 
light to day, from day to the waxing half of the 
moon, from the waxing half of the moon to the six 
months when the sun goes to the North, from the 
six months when the sun goes to the North to the 
year, from the year to the sun, from the sun to the 
moon, from the moon to the lightning. Tliei'e is a 
person, not a man, ho leads them to Brahman. This 
is the Path of the Gods. 

* Boelitlingk's conjectuial emendations of this passage seem to 
me unnecessary 
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‘ But those who in. their village practise charity as 
sacrifice and pious works, go to the smoke, from smoke 
to night, from night to the other (waning) half of the 
moon, from the other half of the moon to the six 
months when the sun moves to the South. But they 
do not reach the year. From the months they go to the 
world of the Fathers, from the world of the Fathera to 
the ether, from the ether to the moon. That is Soma, 
the King. That is the food of the gods, the gods 
feed on it. Having tarried there, as long as there is 
a rest (of works), they return again on the way on 
which they came, to the ether, from the ether to the 
air (vayu). When he has become air he becomes 
smoke, having become smoke he becomes mist, having 
become mist he becomes a cloud, having become a 
cloud he rains down. Then they are born^ as rice 
and corn, herbs and trees, sesamum and beans. From 
thence the escape is very diflicult. For whoever 
they are who eat that food and scatter seed, he be- 
comes like unto them. Those whose conduct has 
been good will probably attain some good birth, the 
birth of a Brahma?? a, or a Kshatriya, or a Vai&ya. 
But those whose conduct has been evil will probably 
attain an evil birth, the birth of a dog, or a hog, or a 
/ra?idMa. On neither of these two roads do those 
small, oft-returning creatures proceed. Theirs is the 
third state, of which it is said, “ Live and die.” ’ 

V. FT/iandogya-Upanishad VIII. 4, 3 ; 

‘ To those only who find that Brahma- world by 
means of Brahma/oarya (study and abstinence), docs 

^ It slioulcl be remembered that in the Eig-veda already Soma 
IS the retodlui/i, the giver of sted and fertility. 
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that Brahma-worM belong, and they move about 
freely in all worlds.’ 

VI. iiTAandogya-Upanishad VIII. 13 : 

‘ I go from ib'yima, the black (the moon), to the 
>S'abala, the speckled (the sun), and from the speckled 
to the black. Like a horse shaking his hairs (I shake 
off) evil, like the moon, freeing himself from the 
mouth of E4hu, having shaken off the body, I go 
puiifiod in mind to the eternal world of Brahman 

VII. MuttcZaka-Upanishad I. 2, 11 : 

‘ But those who practise penance and faith in the 
forest, tranquil, wise, and living on alms, depart, free 
from passions (dust), through the gate of the sun, 
where that immortal Person dwells whose nature is 
imp(irishable.’ 

VIII. Kaushitaki-Upanishad I. 2 : 

‘ And Aitra said : All who depart from this world 
(or this body) go to the moon. In the former, (the 
waxing) half, the moon waxes big by their vital 
spirits, but in the other, (the waning) half, the moon 
causes them to be born. Verily, the moon is the door 
of the Svarga-world (heavenly world). Now, if a man 
answer the moon (rightly) the moon sets him free. 
But if a man does not answer the moon, the moon 
showers him down, having become rain, upon this earth. 
And according to his deeds, and according to his know- 
ledge, he is born again here as a worm, or as an 
insect, or as a fish, or as a bird, or as a lion, or as a 
boar, or as a serpent (?), or as a tiger, or as a man, or 


^ Sec Bloomfield, Journal of the American (hiental Sociciyj vol. xv. 
p tG8 ; Boehtlingk, iT/andogya-Upanishad, p 92 
^ Cf. Boelitlmgk, Uber erne bisher arg missverstanden© Stello 
in (Iti Kiiu^hUuki-Biahmana-Upanishad. 



JOUENEY OP THE SOUL APTEB DEATH. 121 


as somebody else in different places. But when he has 
arrived, the moon asks him : “ Who art thou 1 ” And 
he shall answer: “O seasons^, the seed was brought 
from the bright moon who was poured forth (in rain) ; 
who consists of fifteen parts, who harbours our fathers®; 
raise me now in a vigorous man, and pour me through 
a vigorous man into a mother. 

‘“Then I am born as the tweffth or thirteenth 
additional month through the twelve- or thirteen-fold 
father (the year). I know that, I remember that. 
0 seasons, bring me then to immortality. By this 
truth and by this penance I am a season a child 
of the seasons. I am thou.” Thereupon the moon 
sets him free. 

‘Having reached the Path of the gods, he cjmes 
to the world of Agni (fire), to the world of Ykya (air), 
to the world of Varuwa, to the world of Indra, to the 
world of Pragf^pati, to the world of Brahman. In 
that world there is the lake Ara, the moments called 
Yeshtiha, the river Vigrara (ageless), the tree Hya, the 
city Syagya, the palace Apar%ita (unconquerable), 
the door-keepers Indra and Prag^ati, the hall of 
Bi’ahman, called Vibhu, the throne Vi/caksha'U^ (intel- 
ligence), the couch Amitaugas (endless splendour), and 
the beloved M^nasi (mind), and her image JTikshusht 
(eye), who, taking flowers, are weaving the worlds, 
and the Apsaras, the Amb^s (scriptures ?), and AmbS,- 
yavis (understanding?), and the rivers Ambay^s. To 
this world he who knows this approaches. Brahman 

* The seasons are sometimes called the brothers of Soma, the moon* 

® When only the fifteenth part is left of the moon, ^e Htns 
enter it. Ludwig takes the JSibhtia also for the genii of the seasons. 

® The seasons aie parts of the lunar year that seem to come and 
go like the lives of mortal men. 



122 


LEOTUBE V. 


says, “ Run towards him with such worship as is due 
to myself. He has reached the river Vi^ara (ageless), 
he will never age.” 

‘ Then five hundred Apsaras go towards him, one 
hundred with fruit in their hands, one hundred with 
ointments in theit hands, one hundred with garlands 
in their hands, one hundred with garments in their 
hands, one hundred with perfumes in their hands. 
They adorn him with an adornment worthy of 
L’rahraan, and when thus adorned with the adornment 
of Brahman, the knower of Brahman moves towards 
Brahman. He (the departed) approaches the lake Ara, 
and crosses it' by the mind, while those who come to 
it without knowing the truth, are drowned in it. He 
comes to the moments called Yeshfiha, and they flee 
from him. He comes to the river Vi^ai*^, and crosses 
it by the mind alone, and then shakes off his good 
and evil deeds h His beloved relatives obtain the 
good, his unbeloved relatives the evil he Las done. 
And as a man driving in a chariot, might look at the 
two wheels, thus he will look at day and night, thus 
at good and evil deeds, and at all pairs (correlative 
things). Being freed from good and evil he, the 
knower of Brahman, moves towards Brahman. 

‘He approaches the tree Ilya, and the odour of 
Brahman reaches him. He approaches the city 
Salagya, and the flavour of Brahman reaches him. 
Ho approaches the palace Apar%ita, and the splen- 
dour of Brahman reaches him. He approaches the 
door-keepers Indra and Pragapati, and they run away 
from him. He approaches the haU Vibhu, and the 


* Cf. E7iand. Up VIII. 13. 
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glory of Brahman reaches him. He approaches the 
throne Vi/caksha-JiS,. The S^man verses, Brihat and 
Rathantara, are the eastern feet of that throne ; the 
Saman verses, ^yaita and Naudhasa, its western feet ; 
the Sdman verses, Vairhpa and Yzhxkg&, its sides, 
lengthways ; the Saman verses, >SiA,kvara and Raivata, 
its sides, crossways. That throne is Pragr/iS. (know- 
ledge), for by knowledge he sees clearly. He ap- 
proaches the couch Amitaugras. That is prfi.-na (breath, 
speech). The past and the future are its eastern feet ; 
prosperity and earth its western feet; the Siman 
verses, Brihat and Rathantara, are the two sides 
lengthways of the couch ; the S^tnan verses, Bhadra 
and Yafir/Tayagfiliya, are the cross-sides at the head 
and feet (east and west) ; the Rih and Siman are 
the long sheets, the Yag^us the cross-sheets, the moon- 
beams the cushion, the XJdgitha the coverlet; pros- 
perity the pillow. On this couch sits Brahman, and 
he who knows this, mounts it first with one foot. 
Then Brahman says to him : " Who art thou ? ” and he 
shall answer: “I am a season, and the child of the 
seasons, sprung from the womb of endless space, the 
seed of the wife, the light of the year, the self of all 
that is. Thou art the self of all that is ; what thou 
art, that am I.” ’ 


Bi£liculties of Xmteirpretatlos. 

This is as close a translation as I can ^ve. But I 
must confess that many of the names here used in 
describing the reception given by the god Brahman 
to the departed, are unintelligible to me. They were 
equally unintelligible to the native commentatoi-s, who, 
however, try to discover a meaning in some of them, 
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as when they explain the lake Ara, which the departed 
has to cross, as derived from An, enemy, these enemies 
being the passions and inclinations of the heart. We 
are told afterwards that those who come to that lake 
without knowing the truth, are drowned in it. When 
the throne, on which Brahman is seated, is called Vi- 
/caksha'nst, this seems to moan Intelligence, and Minasi 
also is probably a personificationiof the mind of which 
Jflikshushi, representing the eye, may well be called 
the image. But there is such a mixture of symbolical 
and purely picturesque language in all this, and the 
text seems so often quite corrupt, that it seems hope- 
less to discover the original intention of the poet, who- 
ever he was, that first imagined this meeting between 
the departed and the god Brahman. On some points 
we gain a little light, as, for instance, when we are 
told that the departed, after having crossed the river 
Viffark (the ageless) by his mind, shakes off his good 
and his evil deeds, and that he leaves the benefit of 
his good deeds to those among his relatives who are 
dear to him, while his evil deeds fall to the share of 
his unbeloved relations. We also see more clearly 
that the throne on which Brahman sits is meant for 
or wisdom, while the couch Amitaug'as is iden- 
tified with pr^m, that is breath and speech, and the 
coverings with the Vedas. 

Though there is a general likeness in these different 
accounts of the fate of the soul after death, still wo 
see how each Upanishad has something peculiar to say 
on the subject. In some the subject is treated very 
briefly, as in the MumZaka-Upanishad I. 2, 11, where 
we are only told that the soul of the pious man passes 
through the gate of the sun where the immortal Person 
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(spirit) dwells. In the irMndogya-Upanishad VIII. 
6, 5, one account is equally brief. Here we are told 
that the soul departs upwards by the rays of the sun, 
reaches the sun, which is the door to the worlds (loka) 
for the wise, but a bar to the foolish. The Brihad- 
^aTtyaka also gives in one passage (V. 10, 1} a short 
account of the soul’s journey from the body to the air, 
from the air to the sun, from the sun to the moon, 
from the moon to the painless world where the soul 
dwells for eternal years. Similar short accounts 
occur in Taitt. Up. I. 6, and Prasna Up. I. 9. 

Historical Progress in tlie Ifpanisliads. 

If we look at the fuller accounts, we can easily 
percdve that the earliest conception of life after death 
was that represented by the PitnyS.ua, the Path of 
the Fathers, that is, the path which led the soul to the 
moon, where th*^ Fathers, or those who have gone before 
him, dwell. The description of this path is much the 
same in the Brthad-Sxauyaka and in the Z/iandogya- 
Upanishad. The soul enters into smoke (probably of 
the funeral pile), then comes to the night, then to the 
waning half of the moon, then to the six months 
when the aun moves towards the South. But it does 
not reach the year, but moves straight to the abode 
of the Fathers and to the moon. When this abode in 
the moon came to be considered as temporary only, 
and as followed by a new cycle of existences, it was 
natural to imagine a De-vay^ma which led beyond 
to the gods and to eternal happiness without any 
return, to new transmigrations. But this abode in the 
Devaloka also did not satisfy all desires, and a further 
progress was admitted &om the sun to the moon, or 
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direct from the sun to the abode of lightning, from 
whence a spirit led the souls to the world of Brahman. 
This world, though still conceived in mythological 
phraseology, was probably for a long time the highest 
point reached by the thinkers and poets of the Upa- 
nishads, but we shall see that after a time even this 
approach to a personal and objective God was not 
considered final, and that there was a higher bliss 
which could be reached by knowledge only, or by 
the consciousness of the soul’s inseparateness from 
Piahman. We see traces of this in passages of the 
Upanishads such as Br/h. Ar. Up. V. 4, 8, ‘ Wise 
people wlf 0 know Brahman, go on this road (devayana) 
to the heaven- world (svaiga), and higher up from 
thence, as c^uite freed.’ Or Maitr. Biahm. Up. VI. 30, 
‘ Stopping over the world of Brahman, they go by it 
to the highest path.’ 

While to our minds the belief in the soul’s journey 
to the world of the Fathers, the w'orld of the gods, and 
the world of the mythological Brahman (masc.), seems 
to present an historical development, it was not so 
■with V editnta philosophers. They looked upon evoi’y 
passage in the Upanishads as equally true, because 
revealed, and they tried to combine all the accounts 
of the soul’s journey, even when they clearly differed 
from one another, into one harmonious whole. 

Attempts to harmonise the dite’erent Statements of the 
tTpanishads. 

How they achieved this, I shall best be able to 
show you by translating some portion of the Vedanta- 
Butras with the commentary by /Sankara. Though 
some of it may seem tedious, yet it will bo useful iu 
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giving you some idea of the style and spirit of the 
later Yed^nta philosophers. You will observe how the 
Sutras by themselves are almost unintelligible, though 
we see, after reading ^Sankara’s comments, that they 
really contain the gist of the whole argument. 


vedAnta-sutkas. 

FOUETH BOOK, THIED CHAPTEB. 

Fiest Sutba. 

On the road "beginning with light, ^-c., because this is 
widely recognised. 

£i'ankara explains : From the beginning of the 
journey (of the departed) the process, as stated, is the 
same. But the actual journey is revealed differently 
in different sacred texts. One, by means of the junction 
of the arteries with the solar rays, is found in the 
Kh&ndL. Up. VIII. 6, 5, ‘ Then he mounts upwards by 
those very rays.’ Another, beginning with the light 
(ar/cis) is found in A'Mnd. Up. V. 10, 1, ‘ They go to 
the light, from light to day.’ Another occurs in the 
Kaush. Up. I. 3, ‘Having reached the path of the 
gods, he comes to the world of Agni, or fire.’ Again, 
another occurs in the Brih. Ar. V, 10, 1, ‘ When the 
person goes away from this world, Lo comes to the 
wind.’ And one more in the Mu-ndUp. I. 2, 11, says, 
‘ They depart free from passions through the gate of 
the sun.’ 

Here then a doubtarises,whetherthese roads are really 
different from each other, or whether it is one and the 
same road, only differently described. It is assumed, 
by way of argument, that they ai'e different roads, be- 
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cause they occur intheUpanishads under different heads 
and belong to different kinds of religious meditation 
(up^san^) ; also because thts limitation that he mounts 
upward by these ve'i'y rays, would be contradicted, if 
we regarded what is said about light (ar/cis) and the 
rest ; and the statement about the quickness, when it 
it said, ‘ as quickly as he sends off the mind he goes 
to the sun,’ would also be up^et. If on these grounds 
it is said that these roads are different from one 
another, we reply : No, ‘ On the road beginning with 
light ; ’ that is. We answer that every one who desires 
Brahman, hastens on by the road that begins with the 
light. And why ? — Because that road is so widely 
recognised. For that road ib known indeed to all 
sages. Thus it is said in the chapter on the Five Fires, 
‘ And those also, who in the forest worship the True 
(i. e. Brahman) as faith,’ &c , clearly proclaiming that 
this road beginning with the light, is meant for those 
also who practise other kinds of knowledge. This 
might pass, we are told, and with regard to those 
kinds of knowledge for which no road whatever is 
mentioned, the road beginning with the light might 
bo admitted. But if another and another road are pro- 
claimed, why should the road beginning with the light 
bo accepted? Our amswer to all this is simply this. 
This might be so, if these roads were entirely different, 
but it is really one and the same road with different 

*irho words sa ylLvat k&hipyon manas tavat ai*o diffi<*ult to 
translate. They arc meant to express quickness i^kslupratvam 
from kship), wind, mind, and horse Inuni? the general representa- 
tions of quickness. I had translated formerly, and ‘while his 
mind is failing/ which Boclitlingk shuuld not have adopted, ren- 
dering it by ‘ Wilhrend das Denkorgan verschwindet* ; but it is ol^ar 
that quickness, and not fainting, was intended, and it was so 
understood by the author of the Yedtota-siitras 
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attributes, leading to the world of Brahman, and 
sometimes determined by one, sometimes by another 
predicate. For whenever one part has been recogni.sed, 
the relation should be that as between what determines 
and what is to be determined ^ and the various deter- 
minations of the road must be summed up together, 
just as we sum up the several attributes of a science 
which is one and the same, though i® treatments may 
vary. .And even if the subject (under which a certain 
road to Brahman is taught) is different, the road is the 
same, because its goal is the same, and because one part 
of the road has beeii recognised (as the same). For in all 
the following passages one and the same object, viz. the 
obtainment of the Brahma-world, is clearly shown. 
We read (Bnh. Ar. VX 2, 15): ‘Li these worlds of 
Brahman they dwell for ever and ever ; ’ — (Enh. V. 
10, 1): ‘There he dwells eternal years;’ — (Kaush. L 7) : 
‘Whatever victory, whatever greatness belongs to 
Brahman, that victory he gives, that greatness he 
reaches — [Khkndi. Vm. 4, 3): ‘Thatworldof Brahman 
belongs to those only who find it by BrahmaAaiya.’ 
And if it is said that in admitting the approach to the 
light, there would be no room for the restriction ex- 
pressed in the words, ‘ By these very rays,’ that is no 
fault ; for its true object is the reaching of these rays. 
The same word which includes the obtainment of 
the rays, need not exelude the light, &c. Therefore 
we must admit that this very union with the rays is 
here emphasised. And what is said about the speed is 

^ The technical meaning of ekadesa h a part, while ekadesin is 
the whole. Bnt the translation is unsatMactory, nor does. Pro- 
fessor Benssen make the drift of the sentence clearer. The ekadesa 
here is simply meant for the heginning and the end Qf the road 
( 4 ) K 
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not upset, if we confine ourselves to the road beginning 
with light, for the object is quickness, as if it were 
said, one gets there in the twinkling of an eye. 

And the passage (Khtnd. V. 10, 8) : ‘ On neither of 
these two ways,’ which attests the third or the evil place, 
shows at the same time that besides the Pitriy&u.a, 
the road to the Fathers, there is but one other road, 
the Devaylina, the road to the Gods, one station of 
which is the light. And if in the passage on the 
light, the road-stations are more numerous, while 
elsewhere they are less numerous, it stands to reason 
that the less numerous should be explained in con- 
formity with the more numerous. On these grounds 
also the Shtra says, ‘On the road beginning with 
light, &c., because this is widely recognised.’ 

Seoohb StoEA. 

From the year to the vnnd, on account of the j^esmce and 
absence of determinants. 

jSankara explains : But by what peculiar combina- 
tion or insertion can there be the mutual relation of 
what determines (attributes), and what is determined 
(subject) between the vaiious attributes of the road ? 
The teacher out of kindness to us, combines them as 
follows. By the KausMtaka (I. 8) the Devayina is 
described in these words: ‘He, having reached the 
path of the gods, comes to the world of Agni (fire), to 
the world of Ykyu (air), to the world of Varum, to the 
world of Indra, to the world of Pragrapati (VirSgr), to 
the world of Brahman (Hirawyagarbha).’ Now here 
the words light and world of Agni mean the same 
thing, as both express burning, and there is no 
necessity here for looking for any succession. But 
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Ykyn (the wind) is not mentioned in the road 
beginning with light, how then is he here to be 
inserted ? The answer is : In the passage ( JCMnd. V. 
10, 1) we r^d : ‘ They go to the light, from light to 
day, from day to the waxing half of the moon, from 
the waxing half of the moon to the six months when 
the sun goes to the North, from the six mouths when 
the sun goes to the North to the year, from the year 
to the sun.’ Here then they reach Y^yu, the wind, 
after the year and before the sun ; and why? Because 
there is both absence and presence of determinants. 
For in the words, ‘ He goes to the world of Ykyn ’ 
(Kaush. I. 3), Ykjn is mentioned without any deter- 
minant, while in another passage a determinative 
occurs, where it is said (Brih. V. 10, 1): ‘When the 
person goes away from this world, he comes to the 
wind. Then the wind makes room for him, like the 
hole of a wheel, and through it he mounts higher, he 
comes to the sun.’ Therefore from the determination, 
showing the priority of V^yu before the sun, Vayu is 
to be inserted between the j^ear and the sun. 

Why then, as there is a determination, showing his 
following after light, is not Y^yu inserted after light? 
Because we see that there is no determination here. 
But was there not a text quoted (Kaush. I. 3) ; ‘ Having 
reached the path of the gods, he comes to the world of 
Agni, to the world of Yayu.’ Yes, but here the sooner 
and later only is enunciated, but there is not a word 
said about direct succession. A simple statement of 
facts is here made, in saying that he goes to this and 
to that, but in the other text a regular succession is 
perceived, when it is said, that after having mounted 
on high through an opening as large as the wheel of 
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a. chariot, supplied by V4yu, he approaches the sun. 
Hence it is well said in the Shtra, ‘ on account of the 
presence and absence of detenninants.’ 

The Vllgrasaneyins (Brih. VI. 3, 15), however, say 
that he proceeds from the months to the world of the 
gods, and from the world of the gods to the sun. 
Here, in order to maintain the continuity with the 
sun, he would have to go from the world of the gods 
to V^yu. And when the Shtra says, from the year 
to V&yu, this was done on account of the text in the 
iTMndogya. As between the Vllgrasaneyaka and the 
ATA^dogya, the world of the gods is absent in the 
one, the year in the other. As both texts have to be 
accepted, the two have to be combined, and then 
on account of the connection with the months, the 
distinction has to be made that the year comes first, 
the world of the gods last. (1) Year (A^Mnd.) (2) 
World of gods (Brih.), (3) World of Vdyu (Kaush.), 
(4) Sun (Kkind.). 

Third Sutba. 

Above the lightmvig Varuna, on aecoimt of the 
connection. 

/Sahkara explains : When it is said {Khknd. V. 10, 2) : 
‘From the sun to the moon, from the moon to 
lightning,’ Varum is brought in so that above that 
lightning he goes to the world of Varum. For there 
is a connection between lightning and Varum, there 
being a BiAhmam which says: ‘When the broad 
lightnings dance forth from the belly of the cloud 
with the sound of deep thunder, the water falls down, 
it lightens, it thunders, and it wiU rain.’ But the 
lord of water is Varum according to iSruti and 
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Sniriti. And above Varu^^a follow Indra and Pra</S,- 
patij because there is no other place for them, and 
according to the meaning of the text. Also Varum, 
&c., should be inserted at the end, because they are 
additional, and because no special place is assigned to 
them. As to the lightning, it is the last on the road 
that begins with light. 

Fourth S^tba. 

Thsy are covtductors, because this is indicated. 

Sankara explains : With regard to those beginning 
with light there is a doubt, whether they are signs of 
the road, or places of enjoyment, or leaders of travellers. 
It is supposed at first that light and the rest are signs, 
because the information has this form. For as in the 
world a man wishing to go to a village or a town is 
told, ‘ Go from hence to that hiU, then thou wilt come 
to a fig-tree, then to a river, then to a village, then to 
the town,’ thus he says here also, ‘ From light to day, 
from day to the waxing half of the moon.’ Or it is 
supposed that they are meant for places of enjoyment. 
For he connects Agni and the rest with the word loka 
(world), as when he says, he comes to the world of 
Agni. And world is used for places of enjoyment of 
living beings, as when they say, the world of men, 
the world of the Fathers, the world of the gods. And 
there is also a Br^hmam which says (i?at. Br. X. 2, 6, 
8) : ‘ They remain fixed in the worlds which consist of 
day and night.’ Therefore light and the rest are 
not conductors. Besides, they cannot be conductors, 
because they are without intelligence. For in this 
world inteUigeut men are appointed by the king to 
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conclucfc those whom they have to conduct over 
difficult roads. 

In answer to all this we say : After all, they axe 
meant for conductors, because this is clearly indicated. 
For we read: ‘From the moon to the lightning; 
there a person not being a man, leads them to Brah- 
man,’ and this shows clearly their conductorship. If 
you think that according to the rule that a sentence 
says no more than what it says, this sentence, being 
restricted to its own object (the person, rot being a 
man), falls to the ground, we say No, tor the predicate 
(am^nava/i) is only intended to exclude his supposed 
humanity. Only if with regard to Hght, &c., personal 
conductors are admitted, and these human, is it right, 
that in order to exclude this (humanity), there should 
be the attribute, am^nava, not being a man. 

If it is objected that a mere indication is not 
sufficient, because there is no proof, we say there is 
no fault in this. 

Fifth Sutba. 

BecattM as both are hewildered, this is right. 

/Sahkai’a explains: Thos© who go on the road 
beginning with light, as they are without a body, and 
as all their organs are wrapt up, are not independent, 
and the light, &c., as they are without intelligence, are 
likewise not independent. Hence it follows that the 
individual intelligent deities who represent light and 
the rest, have been appointed to the conductomhip. 
For in this world also drunken or fainting people 
whose sense-organs are wrapt up, follow a road as 
commanded by others. Again, light and the rest cannot 
be taken for mere signs of the road, because they are 
not always there. For a man who dies in the night, 
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cannot come to the actual manifestation of liie day. 
For there is no waiting, as we said before. But as 
the nature of the gods is eternal, this objection does 
not apply to them. And it is quite right to call the 
gods light and all the rest, because”^ they represent 
light and the rest. And the expression from light to 
day, &c., is not objectionable if the sense of con- 
duetorship is adopted, for it means, through the light, 
as cause, tiiey come to the day, through the day, as 
cause, to the waxing half of the moon. And such an 
instruction is seen also in the case of conductors as 
known in the world, for they say, Go hence to 
BaJavarman, thence to Gayasiwha, thence to KWsh'iia- 
gupta. Besides in the beginning, when it is said they 
go to the light, a relation only is expressed, not a 
special relation ; at the end, however, when it is said, 
he leads them to Brahman, a special relation is 
expressed, that between conducted and conductor. 
Therefore this is accepted for the beginning also. 
And as the oigans of the wanderers are wrapt up 
together, there is no chance of their enjoying anything, 
though the word world (loka) may be applied to 
wanderer's also who do not enjoy anything, because 
the worlds may be pieces of enjoyment for others who 
dwell there. Thei'-.“civ' '.fe must understand that ho 
v;hci> has reached ti' T.cld ofi-gni is conducted ly 
Agni, end he v/ho has reached the world belonging to 
Yayu, by Yayu. But liow, if we adopt this view that 
they are condueiors. this apjrly toYaruna and the 
rest 1 For above the lightning Yaruna and the rest were 
inserted, and after the lightning till the obtainment of 
Brahman the leadership of the person who is not a man, 
has b*?ea revealed. This objection is answered by 
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The Sixth S6tea. 

From thence hy him who belongs to the lightning, because 
the Veda says so. 

^Sankara explains : It must be understood that from 
thence, that is, after they have come to the lightning, 
they go to the world of Brahman, having been con- 
ducted across the worlds of VaruTia, &c., by the person 
who is not a man, and who follows immediately after 
the lightning. That he conducts them is revealed by 
the words, ‘When they have reached the place of 
lightning, a person, not a man^, leads them to the 
world of Brahman’ (Brih. VI, 3, 15). But Varum 
and the rest, it must be understood, are showing their 
kindness either by not hindering, or by assisting him. 
Therefore it is well said that light and the rest are 
the gods who act as conductors. 

These extracts from /SJahkara’s commentary on the 
Vedanta-sutras, difficult to follow as they are, may serve 
to give you some idea how almost impossible it is to 
reduce the component parts bf ancient sacred literature 
to a consistent system, and how the Vedic apologists 
endeavoured vainly to remove contradictions, and to 
bi ing each passage into harmony with aU the rest. 
With us this difficulty does not exist, at least not to the 
same degree. We have learnt that sacred books, like 
all other books, have a history, that they contain the 
thoughts of different men and different ages, and that 
instead of trying to harm'onise statements which vary 
from each other, nay which even contradict each 
‘other, we should simply accept them and see in them 
^ Here amanavaA, but in the text manasaA. 
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the strongest proof of the historical origin and genuine 
chsxacter of these books. Br^hmanie theologians, 
however, after once haying framed to themselves an 
artificial conception of revelation, could not shake off 
the fetters which they had forged themselves, and 
had therefore to adopt the most artificial contrivances 
in order to prove that there was no variance, and no 
contradiction between any of the statements contained 
in the Veda. As they were convinced that every 
word of their jSruti came direct from the deity, they 
concluded that it must be their own fault, if they 
could not discover the harmopy of discordant utter- 
ances. 


Zndependeut Staitemeuts in tlie Mantras. 

It is strange, however, to observe that while so 
great an effort is made to bring all the passages which 
occur in the Upanishads into order and harmony, 
hardly any attempt has been made to reconcile the 
statements of the Upanishads with passages in the 
hymns which allude to the fate of the soul after 
death. .These passages are by no means in harmony 
with the passages in the Upanishads, nor are they 
always in harmony with themselves. They are simply 
the various expressions of the hopes and fears of 
individual poets, and free, as yet, from the elaborate 
details concerning the journey to the Fathers, to the 
gods, and to Brahman with which the Upanishads 
abound. 

If we examine the hymns of the Rig-veda we find 
there the simple belief that those who have led a good, 
life go with a new and perfect body to the Fatheis in 
the realm of Yama ; Yama being originally a represen- 
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tative of the setting sun the first immortal, and after- 
wards the first mortal, who entered the blessed abode 
beyond the West. Thus in a hymn used at the 
funeral, we read, Rv. X. 14, 7 ® : 

‘ Go forth, go forth on those ancient paths on which 
our forefathers departed. Thou shalt see the two 
kings delighting in SvadhS. (libation), Yama and the 
god Varuna. 

‘ Come together with the Fathers, and with Yama 
in the highest heaven, as the fulfilment of all desires. 
Having left all sin, go i home again, and radiant in thy 
body, come together with them.’ 

Yama is never called the first of mortals except in 
the Atharva-veda In the Rig-veda we can still 
clearly perceive his divine character, and its physical 
substratum, the setting sun. Thus we read X. 14, 2 : 

‘Yama was the first to find the path for us, a 
pasture that can never be taken from us, whither our 
fathers have travelled formerly, being bom there, 
each according to his ways.’ 

That path of t'ne departed (prapatha) is conceived 
as dangerous, and Phshan’s protection is implored on 
it (Rv. X. 17, 4). In one place a boat is spoken of for 
crossing a river (X. 63, iO), two dogs also are men- 
tioned which the departed has to pass. Another 
verse introduces an entirely new thought. There 
(Rv. X. 16, 3) we read ; 

‘May the eye go to the sun, the breath to the 
wind; go to the sky and the earth, as is right, or 

^ According to Professor Hillebrandt) the physical background 
of Yama is the Moon^ and not the nocturnal Sim* This is not 
impossible. 

^ Anthiopologicai Keligion, p. 250. 

Ath -veda XVIII. 3, 13, is a coiTuption of Rv, X, 14, 1. 
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go to the waters, if it is good for thee there, x'est ia 
the plants.’ 

It has been supposed that some of the Vedic poets 
placed the abode of the blessed not in the West but 
in the East, but that depends simply on the right inter- 
pretation of one passage, Rv. L 115, 1, 2. Here 
a sunrise is described, ‘The bright face of the goda 
has risen, the eye of Mitra, Varnwa, Agni ; it filled 
heaven and earth and the air, the sun is the self of all 
that moves and stands ; 

‘ The sun goes from behind towards the Dawn, as a 
man follows a woman, in the place where pious people 
prolong the generations from happiness to happiness.’ 

This last line has been translated in various ways, 
but the general idea has always been that the pious 
pebplo are here as elsewhere meant for the departed 
There is, however, no necessity for this interpretation. 
I see in these words an idea often expressed in the 
Veda, that the pious worshippers prolong their lives 
or their progeny by offering sacrifices to the gods in 
the morning, the moming-sun being the symbol of 
renewal and prolonged life. Anyhow, the abode of 
Yama and of the departed is near the setting, not 
near the rising- of the sun. 

The abode of the departed, however, is by no means 
described as dark or dreary. At all events when 
Soma, the moon, is implored to grant immortality, we 
read (IX. 113, 7) : 

‘Where there is imperishable light, in the world 
where the sun m placed, in that immortal, eternal 
world place me, 0 Soma ! 


^ Kaegi, Siebenztg Lied&t^ p» 55 ; Zinmier, Altind, Lehmij p, 410. 



140 


LECTUEE Y. 


' Where Vaivasvata (Yama) is king, where there is 
the descent (or the interior) of heaven, where the ever- 
flowing waters are, there make me immortal, O Soma ! 

‘ Where one moves as one listeth, in the third light, 
the third heaven of heaven, where every place is full 
of light, there make me immortal, O Soma ! 

‘ Where there are all wishes and desires, where the 
red sifh culminates, where there are ofierings and 
ergoyment, there make me immortal, O Soma ! 

‘ Where there are delights and pleasures, where joys 
and enjoyments dwejll, where the wishes of the heart 
are fulfilled, there make me immortal, O Soma ! ’ 

It does not follow, however, that the abode of the 
departed to which they are led by Soma, is always 
conceived in exactly the same manner. The poetic 
fancy of the Vedic poets is still very free. Thus we 
read in another hymn (I. 24, 1, 2) that Agni, the first 
amqng the immortal gods, is to restore man to Aditi 
(the infinite), where the son may see his father and 
mother again. Ik another hymn (X. 15) the departed 
axe actually divided into difierent classes, as dwelling 
either in the air, or on the earth, and in the villages. 
Dirghatamas (I. 154, 5) speaks of the beloved place 
of Vishnu, where pious men rejoice, as the abode of 
the blessed. This place of Vish^iu would be the place 
where the sun culminates, not where it sets. Another 
poet (X. 135, 1) speaks of a beautiful tree, where Yama 
is drinking with the gods. In the Atharva-veda we 
get still more details. There we read of milk-cows, 
soft w'inds, cooling rain, cakes of ghee, rivers running 
with milk and honey, and a large number of women, 
all meant for the enjoyment of the departed. 

It seems veiy strange that not one of these statements 
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regarding the fate of the soul after death which are 
contained in the hymns of the Rig-veda, is discussed 
in the Ved^ta-sutras, No effort is made to bring 
them into harmony with the teaching of the Upani- 
shads. The same applies to many passages occurring 
in the Biihma'Jias, though they can claim the chai'acter 
of z&'uti or revelation with the same right as the 
Upanishads, nay, from an historical point of view^ 
with even a better right. This is a point which native 
Ved^ntists should take into consideration, before they 
represent the Vedlinta philosophy as founded ouiSruti 
or revelation in the general sense of that word. 

ISytlioIogicaX Xianguag^e misunderstood. 

Another weak point in the authors of the Ved^ta- 
shtras seems to me their inability to understand that 
in the early periods of language it is impossible to 
express any thought except metaphorically, hierogly- 
phically, or, what is the same, mythologically. Ancient 
sages think in images rather than in concepts. With 
us these images have faded, so as to leave nothing 
behind but the solid kernel. Thus when we speak 
of approaching or dravdng near to God, we do no 
longer think of miles of road which we have to 
traverse, or of bridges and lakes which we have to 
cross. Nor when we speak of a throne of God do we 
allow ourselves to picture a royal throne with legs 
and supports and canopies. But with the ancient 
speakers it was different. Their thoughts were not 
yet free of the imagery of language. Their approach 
to God could only be represented as a long jomney 
along steep roads and narrow bridges, and the throne 
of God or Brahman was graphically described as 



142 


LEOTUBE V. 


golden, and as covered with precious shawls and 
cushions. We must say, however, to the ijredit 
of the poets of the Upanishads that they soon began 
to correct themselves. They tell us that the throne 
of Brahman is not a golden throne, but is meant for 
intelligence, while its coverings represent the sacred 
scriptures or the Vedas. In the same way a river 
which the soul in its journey to Brahman has to cross 
is called Vig^arS,, that is, the Age~less ; a man who 
has crossed it, casts off old age, and never grows old 
again. He is supposed to have shaken off his good 
and evU deeds, and to leave the benefit of the former 
to those among his relatives on earth who were dear 
to him, while his evil deeds fall to the share of his 
unbeloved relations. A lake again which bam the 
way to Brahman is called Ara, and this name is 
supposed to be derived from Ari, enemy, these enemies 
being the passions and attachments of the heart, all 
of which must be left behind before an entrance can 
be found into the city of God, while those who do not 
know the truth, are believed to be drowned in that 
lake. 

Even at present there are few, if any, among 
the most enlightened students of Vedic literature in 
India, who would admit the possibility of an historical 
growth with regard to the Veda, and would not prefer 
the most artificial intei^retations to the frank ad- 
mission that, like other sacred books, the Veda also 
owes its origin to different localities, to different ages, 
and to different minds. 

Unless we learn to understand this metaphorical 
or hieroglyphic language of the ancient world, we 
shall look upon the Upanishads and on most of the 
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Sacred Books of the East as mere childish twaddle ; 
but if we can see through the veil, we shall discover 
behind it, not indeed, as many imagine, profound 
mysteries or esoteric wisdom, but at all events in- 
telligent and intelligible efibrts in an honest search 
after truth. 

We must not imagine, however, that we can always 
reach the original intention of mythological phrase- 
ology, nor does it follow that the interpretation 
accepted by Indian commentators is always the right 
one. On the contrary, these native interpretations, 
by the very authority -which naturally might seem 
to belong to them, are often misleading, and we must 
try to keep ourselves, as much as possible, independent 
of them. 

In the circumstantial accounts, for instance, which 
I read to you from some of the Upanishads as to the 
return of the soul to Brahman, the soul rising with 
the smoke of the funeral pile and reaching the night, 
and then the waning half of |the moon, and then the 
six months during which the sun travels to the 
South, and then only arriving in the world of the 
Fathers, we find it difficult, if not impossible, to 
connect any definite thoughts vrith these wanderings 
of the soul. What can be meant by the six months 
during which the sun travels to the South or to the 
North 1 It might seem to imply that the soul has to 
tarry for six months while the sun is moving South, 
before it can hope to reach the world of the Fathers 
and the Moon. But this is by no means the inter- 
pretation of native commentators. They are i mpressed 
with a passage where it is said that the soul travels 
onward with the quickness of thought, and they there- 
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fore would object to admit anything like delay in the 
soul’s joining the northern or the southern progress 
of the sun. They may be right in this, but they leave 
the difficulty of the six months as a station in the 
soul’s journey unexplained. I can only produce one 
parallel that may perhaps throw some light on this 
point. 

It occurs in Porphyrins, De Antro Nympharum,. 
This cave of the nymphs, mentioned by Homer (Odyss. 
XIII. 104), was taken by Porphyrins and other 
philosophers, such as Numenius and Cronius, as a 
symbol of the earth with its two doors, -j- 

dvo) 5^ T€ ol 0TL>pai €t(TlV* 
at filv irpbs Bopcao, mrai^aral dvBpdfnoKny^ 
at S* av irpbs Noroy elal Bewrepai* ovdi ri kuvj^ 
dvBpes kffipxovTOt, d$avdrotry 6d6s kariv. 

These doors of the cave have been explained as the 
gates leading from and to the earth. Thus Porphyrins 
says that there are two extremities in the heavens, 
viz. the winter solstice, than which no part is nearer 
to the South, and the summer solstice which is 
situated next to the North. But the summer tropic, 
that is the solstitial circle, is in Cancer, and the winter 
tropic in Capricorn. And since Cancer is the nearest 
to the earth, it is deservedly attributed to the Moon, 
which is itself proximate to the earth. But since 
the southern pole by its greatest distance is incon- 
spicuous to us, Capricorn is ascribed to Saturn, who 
is the highest and most remote of all the planets . . . 
Theologians admitted therefore two gates. Cancer and 
Capricorn, and Plato also meant these by what he ealla 
the twa mouths. Of these they affirm that Cancer is the 
gate through which souls descend, but Capricorn that 
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through which they ascend [and exchange a material 
for a divine condition of being]. And indeed the 
gates of the cave which look to the South are with 
great propriety said to be pervious to the descent of 
men : but the northern gates are not the avenues of 
the gods, but of souls ascending to the gods. On this 
account the poet does not say it is the passage of the 
gods, -but of immortals, which appellation is also 
common to our souls, which by themselves or by their 
essence are immortal \ 

The idea that the place to which the sun returns, 
whether in its northward or southward progress, is a 
door by which the souls may ascend to heaven, is at 
least conceivable, qiiite as much as the idea which 
Macrobius in the twelfth chapter of his comment on 
Scipio’a dream ascribes to Pj-thagoras, who, as he tells 
us, thought that the empire of Pluto began downwards 
with the Milky Way, because souls falling from thenco 
appear already to have receded from the gods. 

It should also be stated, as Mr. Bal GangadharTilak 
in his Researches into the antiquity of the Vedas re- 
marks, that ‘the summer solstice which begins the 
southern passage of the sun is called the ayana of the 
Pitris, and that the first month or fortnight in this 
ayana of the PitWs is pre-eminently the month or the 
fortnight of the Pitn's or the Fravashis or the Manes. 
The Hindus, he adds, up to this day regard the dark 
half of Bh&drapada as the fortnight of the Manes, and 
likewise the Parsis whose year commenced with the 
summer solstice, the first month of the year being 
dedicated to the Manes.’ (Geiger, Civilizatton of 
East IraniaTis, vol. i. p. 153.) 

‘ Ses Aekan, Porphynus, Philo, ed. Didot, p. 94, § 21. 
f4) L 
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He goes still further and calls attention to the fact 
that, when the vernal equinox was in Orion, that 
constellation, together with the Milky Way and Canis, 
formed, so to speak, the boundary of heaven and hell, 
the Devaloka and Yamaloka which, in Vedic works, 
mean the hemispheres North and South of the equator. 
This would also explain, he thinks, why heaven and 
hell are separated by a river according to the Parsic, 
the Greek, and the Indian traditions, and why the 
four-eyed or thi’ee-headed dogs came to he at the 
gates of hell to guard the way to Yama’s regions, 
these being the constellations of Canis Major and 
Minor. He undci takes to explain several more of 
the ancient Vedic traditions by a reference to these 
constellations, but he has hardly proved that these 
g constellations and their names as Canis Major and 
p Minor wore known so early as the time of the poets 
of the Eig-veda. 

Whatever may be uncertain in these speculations, 
so much .seems clear, that originally the place where 
the sun turned on its northern course was conceived 
as -the place where the soul might approach the world 
of the Fathers. 

But it is the fate that awaits the soul while in the 
moon that is most difficult to understand. For here 
in the moon we are told the departed become the food 
of the gods. The literal meaning is, they are eaten 
by the gods, but the commentator’s warn us not to 
take eating in its literal sense, but in the more general 
sense of assimilating or enjoying or loving. vThe 
departed, they say, are not eaten by the Dovas by 
rnoi’scls, but what is meant is that .they form the 
delight of the gods, as food forms the delight of men. 
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Nay, oBe commentator goes still further, and says, 
‘ If it is said that women are loTed by men, they are 
in being loved loving themselves. Thus these souls 
also, being loved by the gods or Devas love the gods 
in return, and are happy rejoicing with the Devas.’ 
This seems at first a rational explanation, and we 
know that in the language of the New Testament 
also eating and drinking oi’ feeding on must be under- 
stood in certain well-known passages in the sense of 
receiving, enjoying, or loving. 

Still this does not explain the whole of this legend, 
and it is clear that some other mythological con- 
ceptions of the moon must have influenced the 
thoughts of the poets of the Upanishads. It was 
evidently a familiar idea with the common people in 
ancient India that the moon was the source of life 
and immortality, and that it consisted of something 
like the Greek nectar which gave immortality to the 
gods. The waning of the moon was ascribed to this 
consumption of Soma (moon-juice) by the gods, while 
its waxing was accounted for by the entrance of the 
departed spirits into the moon, the recognised abode 
of the Fathers. If then after the moon was full again, 
the gods were supposed to feed on it once more, it is 
conceivable that the gods should be supposed to be 
feeding on the souls of the departed that had entered 
into the moon^. I do not mean to say that this 
explanation is certain, nor is it hinted at by the 
commentators of the Upanishads, but it is at all events 
coherent and intelligible, which is more than can be 
said of ^Sankara’s interpretation. 

It is not impossible, however, that some older 

* See Hillebrandt. Vedtsche Mythdogie, voL i. p. 89'i. 

L 3 
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mythological conceptions of the moon may have in- 
fluenced the thoughts of the poets of the Upanishads. 
It is not in India only that the moon was looked 
upon as a symbol of life and immortality. When 
people counted by moons, the moon became naturally 
the source and giver of life. People asked for more 
moons, they liv<^d so many moons, so that moon and 
life become almost synonymous. Next, as to the 
idea of immortal life after death, this was seen 
symbolised in the waning or dying of the moon and 
in the resurrection of the new nioon. Traces of this 
have been discovered even among the lowest races, 
such as the Hottentots, who have a well-known 
legend of the moon sending a messenger to men to 
tell them, ‘ As I die and dying live, so shall ye also 
die and dying live 

By combining these two conceptions, people were 

easily led on to the idea that as the departed wont lo 

the moon, and as the moon increased and decreased, 

they also increased and decreased with the moon. 

Then again, there was in India another tradition that 

the moon, the giver of rain and fertility, constituted 

the favourite food of the gods, so that it required no 

more than a combination of these, traditions to arrive 

at the saying that, during the waning half, the gods fed 

on the departed who were dwelling in the moon. Some 

of these thoughts are expressed in the Ev. X. 85, 19 : 

KavaA bliavati ^Syam^naft 

Ahiiam ushas&m eti agram 

Bkdgam dev6bhya?i vi dadli^ti 
Fra ksMidr&mkh tirate dlrgbam 

*He (the moon) becomes new and new when born ; the light of 
days, ho goes at the head of the dawns ; when he airrives, he dis- 
tributes to the gods their share,j the moon piolongs a long life/ 

* Selected Essapf i, p. 610* 
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Here it is clear that the moon is considered as the 
source and giver of life, particularly of a long life, 
while the share which he distiihutes to the gods mav 
mean either the sacrificial share for each god, which 
is determined by the moon, as the regulator of .seasons 
and sacrifices, or the rain as the support of life, 
which is supposed to come from the moon and to be 
almost synonymous with it. 

I do not maintain that all these ideas were clearly 
present to the minds of the authors of the Upani- 
shads. I only suggest that they foi’med the component 
elements of that legendary language in vhieh the\ 
expressed their doctrines, trusting that they would be 
understood by the people tc whom their doctiines 
were addressed. 

We now come to a new phase of half-legendary, 
half-philosophical speculation. 


Tlie Bevayana or Patli of the Gods. 

The souls of those who form the delight of the 
gods, or who enjoy the company of the gods and 
Fathers while dwelling in the moon, are said to have 
reached this blessedness by their pjious works, by 
sacrifice, charity, and austerity, not by real know- 
ledge. Hence, when they have enjoyed the full 
reward of their good works they are supposed to 
return again to this life, 'while those who have 
acquired true knowledge, or w’hat we should call true 
faith, do not return, but press forward till they roach 
Brahman, the Supreme God. This they achieve by the 
Devayanaor the Path of the Gods, as distinct from 
the Pitriyawa, or the Path of the Fathers. For those 
w’ho have discovered this Path of the gods that leads 
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to Brahman, and which can be discovered by know- 
ledge only, there is no return, that is to say, they are 
not born again. To be bom again and to enter once 
more into the vortex of cosmic existence is to the 
authors of the Upani shads the greatest misfortune that 
can possibly be conceived. The chief object of their 
philosophy is therefore how to escape from this cosmic 
vortex, how to avoid being born again and again. 

It seems to me that, if we take all this into account, 
we can clearly distinguish three successive stages in 
the thoughts which the authors of the TJpanishads 
formed to themselves as to the fate of the soul after 
death. In the Upanishads themselves these different 
theories stand side by side. No attempt is made to 
harmonise them, till we come to the Vedanta philo- 
sophers, who looked upon all that is found in the 
Veda as one complete revelation. But if we may 
claim the liberty of historical criticism, or rather of 
historical interpretation, we should ascribe the simple 
belief in the so-called Pitriy&na, the path of the 
Fathers, and the journey of the soul to the moon, as 
the home of the Fathers, to the earliest period. It is 
no more than a popular belief, which we find else- 
where also, that the soul will go where the Fathers 
went, and that their abode is, not in the sim, but in 
the moon, the luminary of the dark night. 

Then came the new idea that this happy life with 
the gods and the Fathers in the moon was the reward 
for good works on earth, and that the reward for these 
good works must after a time become exhausted. 
What then 1 If in the meantime the concept of One 
Supreme God, of an objective Brahman, had been 
gained, and if it had been perceived that true blessed- 
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ness and immortality consisted, not in such half- 
earthly enjoyments as were in store for the departed 
in the moon, and must after a time come to an end, 
but in an approach to and an approximative know- 
ledge of the Supreme Being, the conclusion follow'ed 
by itself that there must be another path besides that 
of the Fathers leading to the moon, namely the path 
of the gods (DevayS,na), leading through difterent 
worlds of the gods, to the throne of Brahman or the 
Supreme God. That road was open to ail who had 
gained a true knowledge of Brahman, and even those 
who for a time had enjoyed the reward of theii' good 
works iii the moon might look forward after having 
passed through repeated existences to being born 
once more as human beings, gaining in the end a 
true knowledge of the One Supreme God, and then 
proceeding on the path of the gods to the thrbno 
of the Supreme Deity, whether they call it Brahman, 
Hirawyagarbha, or any other name, from whence 
there is no return. 

We sball see, however, that even this was not final, 
but that there followed afterward a third phase of 
thought, in which even this approach to the throne of 
God was rejected as unsatisfactory. But befoi’e we 
proceed to consider this, wo have still to dwell for a 
few moments on what was sapp>psed to be the fate of 
the souls, when they had to leave the moon and to 
enter on a new coume of being bom and reborn, till 
at last they gained complete freedom from cosmic 
existence through a truer knowledge of God. 

Ketem^srcaosits. 

This is a carious and important chapter, because we 
can clearly discover in it the fli-st beginnings of a 
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belief in Metempsychosis^ or the transmigi'ation of 
souls. The ancients were convinced that this belief 
came from the East, and they imagined that Pytha- 
goras and others could have got their belief in 
Metempsychosis from India only. We saw how little 
foundation there was for this, and it can easily be 
shown that a belief in the ti'ansmigration of souls 
sprang up in other countries also, which could not 
possibly have been touched by the rays of Indian or 
Greek philosophy. But it is interesting nevertheless 
to watch the first beginnings of that belief in India, 
because we have here to deal with facts, and not 
with mere theones, such as have been started Joy 
recent students of Anthropology as to the origin of 
Metempsychosis. They consider that a belief in the 
migration of souls, particularly the migration of 
human souls into animal bodies, has something to do 
with what is called Animism. Now Animism is a 
very useful word, if only it is properly defined. It is 
a translation of the German Beseelung, and if it is 
used simply as a comprehensive term for all attempts 
to conceive inanimate objects as animate subjects, 
nothing can be said against it. There is, however, 
a very common mistake which should be carefully 
guarded against. When travellers meet with tribes 
that speak of trees or stones as sentient beings, and 
attribute to them many things which of right belong 
to animate or human beings only, we are told that 
it is a case of Animism. No doubt, it is. But is not 
Animism in this case simply another name for the 
belief that certain inanimate objects are animate? 
It may sound more learned] but of course, the name 
explains nothing. What we want to know is lioio 
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human heings, themselves animate, could be so mis- 
taken as to treat inanimate things as animate. Even 
animals seldom mistake a lifeless thing for a living 
thing. I believe that this tendency of the human 
mind to attribute life and soul to lifeless and soulless 
objects, can be and has been accounted for by a more 
general tendency, nay, by what may almost be called 
a necessity under which the human mind is laid by 
human language, which cannot form names of any 
objects except by means of roots, all of which ai-e 
expressive of acts. It was impossible to name and 
therefore to conceive the sun or the moon, or a tree 
q? even a stone, except as doers of something, which 
something is expressed in one of those four or five 
hundi’ed roots that formed the capital of language. 
This, which has been called Energism, is the highest 
generalisation, and comprehends, and at the same 
time aceoimts for Animism, Personification, Anthropo- 
morphism, Spiritism, and several other isnis. 

But the question now before us is this, Did a belief 
in Transmigration of souls have anything to do with 
An imism, or that general belief that not only animals 
have souls like men, but that inanimate objects also 
may be inhabited by souls? for it must be remem- 
bered that from the very first Metempsychosis meant 
the migration of the souls, not only into anim als^ but 
likewise into plants. 

Whatever may have been the origin ,of a belief in 
Metempsychosis in other parts of the world, in India, 
at all events so far as we may judge by the TJpani- 
shads, this belief had nothing to do with the ordinary 
Animism. Its deepest soui*ce seems to have been 
purely ethical. The very reason why the soul, after 
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having dwelt for some time in the world of the 
Fathers, had to be born again was, if you remember, 
that the stock of its good woiks had been exhausted. 
Let us hear then what the ancient Hindus thought 
would happen to the soul after its descent from the 
moon. Here we must be prepared again for a great 
deal of childish twaddle ; but you know that philo- 
sophers, to say nothing of fond fathers and grand- 
fathers, are able to discover a great deal of wisdom 
even in childish twaddle. The soul, we read in the 
Upanishads, returns through ether or through space, 
and then descends to the earth in the form of rain. 
On earth something that has thus been carried down 
in the rain, becomes changed into food. This food, 
it is said, is offered in a new altar-fire, namely in 
man, and thence born of a woman, that is to say, 
man eats the food and with it the germs of a new 
life. These germs are invisible, but according to the 
Upanishads, not the less real. 

Beantjr of Zavisiblo TMngs. 

This belief in invisible realities is fully recognised in 
the Upanishads. It applied not only to the invisible 
agents in nature, their Devas or gods, whom they 
<parefully distinguished from their visible manifesta- 
tions. They believed in a visible Agni or fire who 
performed the sacrifice, but they carefully distin- 
guished him from the invisible and divine Agni who 
was hidden in the dawn, in the mom, nay even in 
the two fire-sticks, unseen by any human eye, but 
ready to appear, when the prints had properly 
rubbed the fire-sticks. The same belief gave them 
their clear concept of the soul, never to be seen or 
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to be touched, yet more real to them than anything 
else. Lastly their belief in something invisible that 
constituted the life of every part of natm^, meets us 
on every page of the Upanishads. Thus we read in 
the J^Mndogya-Upanishad a dialogue between a son 
and his father, who wants to open the eyes of his 
son as to the reality of the Unseen or the Infinite in 
nature, which is also the Unseen and Infinite in man, 
which is in fact both Brahman and Atman, the Self: 

The father said : ‘ My son, fetch me a fruit ofi the 
fig-tree.’ 

The son replied : ‘ Here is one, sir.’ 

‘ Break it,’ said the father. 

The son replied : ‘ It is broken, sir.’ 

The father : ‘ What do you see there ? ’ 

The son : ‘ These seeds, almost infinitesimal.* 

The father : * Break one of them,’ 

The son : ‘ It is broken, sir.’ 

The father : ‘ What do you see there?’ 

The son: ‘Not anything, sir.’ 

The father: ‘My son, that subtle essence, which 
you do not see there, of that very essence this great 
fig-tree exists.’ 

‘ Believe it, my son. That which is the invisible, 
subtle essence, in, it all that exists, has its self. It 
is the True, it is the Self, and thou, O son, art it.’ 

If people have once arrived at this belief in subtle, 
invisible germs, their belief in the germs of living 
souls descending in rain and being changed into 
grains of com, and being, when eaten, changed into 
seed, and at last being born of a mother, whatever we 
as biologists, may think of it, is not quite so un- 
meaning metaphysically as it seems at first sight. 
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But wHle in this case we have only a transmigration 
of the human soul across rain and food into a new 
human body, we find in another passage (itVfandogya 
V. 10, 3) far more minute details. Here we are told 
that the rain which carries the soul back to earth is 
taken up into rice, barley, herbs of every kind, trees, 
sesamiim, or beans. It is \ery difficult to escape 
from these vegetable dwellings, and whoever the 
persons may be that eat this food and afterwards 
beget offspring, the germ of the soul, becomes like 
unto them. And yet we are told that everything 
is not left to accident, but that those whose conduct 
has been good will quickly attain a good birth in 
the family of BiAhmanas or Kshatriyas or Vaisyas, 
while those whose conduct has been bad, will quickly 
attain an evil birth in the family of a ATaiidala, an 
outcast, or, — and here we come for the first time on 
the idea of a human soul migrating into the bodies 
of animals, — ^he will become a dog or a hog. I think 
we can clearly see that this belief in a human soul 
being reborn as an outcast, or as a dog or a hog, 
contains what I called an ethical element. This is 
very important, at least as far as an explanation of 
the idea of metempsychosis in India is concerned. 
Whatever the influence of Ardmism may have been in 
other counti'ies in suggesting a belief in metempsy- 
chosis, in India it was clearly due to a sense of moral 
justice. As a man, guilty of low and beastly acts, 
might be told even in this life that he was an out- 
cast, or that he was a dog or a hog, so the popular 
conscience of India, when it had once grasped the 
idea of the continued existence of the soul after death, 
would say in good earnest that he would hereafter 
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be an outcast or a dog or a hog. And after this idea 
of metempsychosis had once been started, it soon 
set the popular mind thinking on all the changes and 
chances that might happen to the soul in her strange 
wanderings. Thus we read that the soul may incur 
great dangers, because while the rain that falls from 
the moon (retodhM) on the 'ea,r9», fructifies and 
passes into rice, corn, and beans, and is eaten and 
then born as the offspring of the ^ater, some of the 
rain may fall into rivers and into the sea, and be 
swallowed by fishes and sea-monstei’s. After a time 
they will be dissolved in the sea, and after the sea- 
water has been drawn upwards by the elouds 5 vit may 
fall down again on desert or dry land. Here it may 
be' swallowed by snakes or deer, and they may be 
swallowed again by other animals, so that the round 
of existences, and even the risk of annihilation 
become endless. For some rain-drops may dry up 
altogether, or be absorbed by bodies that cannot be 
eaten. Nay, even if the rain has been absorbed and 
has become rice and corn, it may be eaten by children 
or by ascetics who have renounced married life, and 
then the chance of a new birth seems more distant than 
ever. Fortunately the soul, though it is conscious 
in its ascent, is supposed to be without consciousness 
in its descent through all these dangerous stages. 
The Brahmans have alwmys some quaint illustrations 
at hand. The soul is like a man, they say, who in 
climbing up a tree is quite conscious, but on falling 
headlong down a tree loses his consciousness. Well, 
in spite of all this folly or childish twaddle, there are 
nevertheless some great thoughts running through it 
all. First of all, there is the unhesitating belief that 
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the soul does not die "when the body dies ; secondly, 
there is the firm conviction that there is a moral 
government of the world, and that the fate of the 
soul hereafter is determined by its life here on earth, 
to which was soon added as an inevitable corollary, 
that the fate of the soul here on earth, must have 
been determined by its acts of a former life. -All 
these thoughts, particularly on their first spontaneous 
appearance, are full of meaning in the eyes of the 
student of religion, and there are few countries where 
we cain study their spontaneous growth so well as in 
ancient India] 


Absence of Kells. 

This belief in metempsychosis accounts for the ab- 
sence of hells as places of punishment, at least in the 
earlier phases of the Upanishads. A difference is made 
between souls that only pass through the manifold 
stages of animal and vegetable life in order to be bom 
in the end as human beings, and those who are made to 
assume those intermediate forms of rice and com and 
all the rest as a real punishment for evil deeds. The 
latter remain in that state till their evil deeds are com- 
pletely expiated, and they have a real consciousness of 
their state of probation. But when their debts are 
paid and the results of their evil deeds are entirely 
exhausted, they have a new chance. They may 
assume a new body, like caterpillars when changed 
into buttei^ies. Even then the impressions of their 
former misdeeds remain, like dreams. Still in the 
end, by leading a virtuous life they may become men 
once more, and rise to the world of the Fathers in 
the moon. Here a distinction is made, though not 
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very clearly, between thpse whom the moon sets free 
and those whom he showers down for a new birth. 
Those who can answer the moon well, and assert 
their identity with the moon, as the source of all 
things, are set free to enter the Svargaloka by the 
Path of the gods. Those who cannot, return to the 
earth, may in time, gain true knowledge, and finally 
likewise reach the Path of the gods and the world 
of the Devas, the home of the lightnings, and the 
throne of Brahman. Some of the later ITpanishads, 
particularly the Kaushltaki-Upanishad, enter into far 
fuller details as to this last journey to the throne of 
Brahman. But, as is generally the case, though there 
may be some rational purpose in the general plan, 
the minor details become almost always artificial and 
unmeaning. 

Now, however, when the soul has reached the 
world of the gods and the abode of Brahman, from 
whence there is no return to a new circle of cosmic 
existence, a stream of new ideas sets in, forming a 
higher phase philosophically, and probably a later 
phase historically, as compared with the Path of the 
Fathers and the Path of the Gods. We are introduced 
to a dialogue, similar to that between the soul and the 
moon, but now between the departed, standing before 
the throne of Brahman, and Brahman himself. 

Brahman asks him : ‘ Who art thou ? ’ 

And he is to answer in the following mysterious 
words : 

‘ I am like a season, and the child of the seasons, 
sprung from the womb of endless space, sprung from 
light. This light, the source of the year, which is the 
past, which is the present, which is all living things 
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and all elements, is the Seif. Thou art the Self, and 
what thou art, that am I.’ 

The meaning of this answer is not quite clear. But 
it seems to mean that the departed when asked by 
Brahman what he is or what he knows himself to be, 
says that he is like a season \ that is, like something 
that comes and goes, but that he is at the same time 
the child of space and time or of that light from which 
ail time and all that exists in time and space proceeds. 
This universal source of all existence he calls the Self, 
and after proclaiming that Brahman before him is that 
Self, he finishes his confession of faith, by saying, 
‘ What thou art, that am I.’ 

In this passage, though we still perceive some traces 
of mythological thought, the prevailing spirit is clearly 
philosophical. In the approach of the soul to the throne 
of Brahman we can recognise the last results that can 
be reached by Physical and Anthropological Religionj 
as worked out by the Indian mind. In Brahman sit- 
ting on his throne we have still the merely objective 
or cosmic God, the highest point reached by Physical 
Religion ; in the soul of the depai’ted standing face to 
face with God, we see the last result of Anthropological 
Religion. We see there the human soul as a subject, 
still looking upon the Divine Soul as an. object. But 
the next step, represented by the words, 'Wkat thou 
art, that am J,’ opens a new vista of thought. The 
human soul, by the very fact that it has gained true 
knowledge of Brahman, knows that the soul also is 
Brahman, reuoveis its o tq. Brahmahood, becomes in 
fact what it always has been, Brahman or the Universal 
‘^elf. Knowledge, true knowledge, self-knowledge 

‘ The Sufi also calls himself the son of the season, see p. 357* 
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suffices for this, and there is no longer any necessity 
of toilsome travellings, whether on the Path of the- 
Fathers or on the Path of the Gods. 

Tmusmigratiou as conceived in tlie l^aws of Mann. 

Before, however, we enter on a consideration of this 
highest ffight of Indian philosophy, and try to discover 
to what phases of thought this similarity or rather this 
oneness with God, this Homoiosis or Henosis, corre- 
sponds in other religions, we have still to dwell for a 
short time on the later development of the theory of 
transmigration as we find it in the Laws of Manu and 
elsewhere, and as it is held to the present day by 
millions of people in India. These Laws of Manu are, 
of course, much later than the Upanishads. Though 
they contain ancient materials, they can hardly, in 
their present metrical form, be assigned to a much 
earlier date than about the fourth century A. D. In their 
original form they must have existed as SCitras ; in 
their present metrical form, they belong to the (Sloka- 
period of Indian literature. There existed many 
similar collections of ancient laws and custom®, com- 
posed both in Sfitras and afterwards in metre, but as 
the Laws of Manu, or, as they ought to be more cor- 
rectly called, the Laws of theM&navas, have acquired 
a decided pre-eminence in India, it is in them that we 
can best study the later development of the belief in 
metempsychosis. 

As I said before, when the idea of the migration of 
the soul through various forms of animal and vege- 
table life had once been started, the temptation was 
great to cany it out in fuller detail. Whereas in the 
Upanishads we are only told that a man who has led 
(4) M 
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an evil life, attains an evil birth, and may actually 
come to life again as a dog or a hog, Manu is able to 
tell us in far more minute detail what particular birth 
is assigned to any pai’ticulai' crime. Thus we read in 
V. 16 §, IX 80, that a wife who has violated her duty 
towards her husban'^ born as a jackal. In another 
passage (VI. 63) we read of ten thousand millions of 
existences through which the soul passes after it has 
left this body. A Brihmana, we are told (XI. 35), who 
has begged any property for a sacrifice, and does not 
use the whole of it for the sacrifice, but keeps some of 
it for himself, becomes for a hundred years a vultrire 
or a crow. In the last book of Manu this subject is 
most fully treated. We read there, XII. 39: 

I will briefly declare in due order what transmigra- 
tions in the whole world^a man obtains through each 
of the three qualities. These qualities have been 
defined before (35-37) as darkness, activity, and 
goodness. 

The Three QuaUtles — Sarhuess, Aotivltr, and Goodaess. 

Acts of darkness are those of which a man feels 
ashamed. 

Acts of activity or selfishness are those by which a 
man hopes to gain profit or fame in the world, but of 
which he need not feel ashamed. They may be called 
selfish acts, but, from a moral point of view, they are 
indifferent. 

Acts of goodness are when a man desires knowledge, 
with his whole heart, and his soul rejoices, and there 
is no sense ot shame. 

Manu then continues : 

Those endowed with goodness reach the state of 
gods, those endowed with activity the state of men. 
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and those endowed with darkness sink to the condi- 
tion of beasts ; this is the threefold course of trans- 
migration. But know this threefold course of trans- 
migration that depends on the three qualities bo be 
again threefold, low, middling, and high, according to 
the particular nature of the acts and of the knowledge 
of each man. 


TMe nine Classes. 

Immovable beings, insects both small and great 
fishes, snakes, tortoises, cattle, and wild animals are 
the lowest condition to which the quality of darkness 
leads. 

Elephants, horses, ^Mras, and despicable barbarians, 
lions, tigers, and boars are the middling .states caused 
by the quality of darkness. 

K^a/nsia (probably wandering minstrels and jug- 
glers), Supamas (bird-deities) and hypocrites, E^ksha- 
s,\s and Pisi^as (goblins) belong to the highest rank 
of conditions among those produced by darkness. 

(?/iallas, Mallas, Natas, men who subsist by despic- 
able occupations and those addicted to gambling and 
drinking form the lowest order of conditions caused 
by activity. 

Kings and Kshatriyas (noblemen), the domestic 
priests of kings, those who delight in the warfare of 
disputants constitute the middling rank of the states 
caused by activity. 

The Gandharvas, Guhyakas, and the servants of the 
go^, likewise the Apsaras, belong to the highest rank 
of conditions produced by activity. 

Hermits, ascetics, BrShma/ias, the crowds of the 
Vaim&nika deities (spirits moving in mid-air on their 
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vim^nas, or chariots), the gods of the lunar mansions 
and the Daityas form the first and lowest rank of the 
existences caused by goodness. 

Sacrificeirs, the sages, the gods, the Yedas, the 
heavenly lights, the years, the manes, and the S^dhyas 
constitute the second order of existences caused by 
goodness. 

The sages declare BrahmS., the creators of the 
Universe, the law, the Great One, and the Undiscem- 
jble One to constitute the highest order of things 
produced by goodness. 

Thus the result of the threefold action, the whole 
system of transmigrations which consists of three 
classes, each with three subdivisions, and which in- 
cludes aU created things, has been explained. 

This systematic statement of the different stages of 
transmigration is obscure in some points, particularly 
when not only living beings, but heavenly lights, the 
years, and even the Veda are mentioned as the result 
of acts of goodness. IVe shall hereafter meet with 
something very similar in the Hierarchies of Proclus 
and of Dionysius ^he Areopagite. The place assigned 
to certain classes of men, gods, and demi-gods is 
curious and instructive, as showing the estimation in 
which each of them was held at the time. 

1 am afraid it was rather tedious to follow Manu 
through all the nine classes of beings through which 
the human soul may pass. Yet these nine classes of 
Manu acquire some interest, if we remember that 
Plato also gives us’ a similar scheme of nine classes 
into which the human soul may be reborn. 

This coincidence in the number nine need not be more 
than accidental. A comparison, however, of these two 
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lists (Enneads) is instructive, as showing the different 
estimation in which certain occupations were held in 
India and in Greece. In India the nine steps of the 
ladder of existences rise from the lowest animals to 
the world of human beings in their various occupa- 
tions, then to the demons, to the Vedas, the heavenly 
lights, the years, the Fathers, and the gods, in their 
various spheres of action, and lastly to the creator of 
the world and to Brahman himself. In this we are 
often reminded not only of the nine classes of Plato, 
but likewise of the nine stages of the so-called heavenly 
Hierarchy, as we find them in Proelus, and in Diony- 
sius the Areopagite. There also, the number is nine, 
nay the three triads are here, exactly as in India, sub- 
divided each into three stages, and room is made as 
in India, not only for animate beings, whether men or 
angels, but likewise for inanimate, such as Thrones, 
Powers, and Dominions. Whether these coincidences 
are too gi*eat to be accepted as mere fortuitous coinci- 
dences, we shall be better able to judge when we come 
to consider the writings of Dionysius the Areopagite, 
and their extraordinary influence both on the scholastic 
and the mystic, that is, the psychological theology of 
the Middle Ages. 

PnnislxmeBts of tlie Wicked. 

Another important feature which marks the later 
date of Manu’s Laws is his acquaintance not only 
with metempsychosis, but with punishments in- 
flicted on the wicked in places which we must 
call hells — ^for hells are a late invei tion in most 
religions. Thus we read (XII. 54), ‘ Those who have 
committed mortal sins (maliapatakas) having passed 
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thi'ough a large number of years through dreadful 
hells, obtain after the expiration of that term of 
punishment, the following births : 

'The slayer of a ErS,hmam enters the womb of a 
dog, a pig, a camel, a cow, a goat, a sheep, a deer, 
a bird, a iTa-ncZMa, and a Pukkasa.’ 

Here we have dearly the idea of punishment in 
hell, apart from the punishment entailed by simply 
being born again as a low animal. And what is 
curious is that Yama, who at first was only conceived 
as the ruler among the departed, as a kind deity 
with whom the Pitris enjoyed themselves, is now 
mentioned as inflicting torments on the wicked (XIL 
17), a part which he continues to act in the later 
literatux'e of India. 

In the hymns of the Rig-veda we find very little 
that could be compared to the later ideas of hell. 
Nor is there any reason to suppose, as both Roth and 
Weber seem to do, that the Vedic Indians had realised 
the idea of annihilation, and that they believed anni- 
hilation to be the proper punishment of the wicked. 
As they spoke of the abode of the blessed in very- 
general terms as the realms of light, they speak of the 
wicked as being thrown or falling into karta, a pit 
(Rv. n. 29, 6 ; IX. 73, 8-9). They also speak of a 
deep place (padam gabhiram, IV. 6, 5) and of lower 
darkness (adharam tamaA, X. 153, 4) as their abode. 

There are some more passages in the Rig-veda 
which may refer to punishment after death. Thus 
we read (II. 29, 6), ‘ Protect us, O gods, from being 
devoured by the wolf, or from falling into the pit.’ 
And again (IX. 78, 8-9), ‘ The wise guardian of the 
law is not to be deceived; he has placed purifiers 
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(conscience) in the heart ; he knowing looks upon all 
things, and hurls the wicked and lawless into the 
pit.’ 

In the Atharva-veda the description of the abode 
of the wicked becomes more and more minute. We 
read (II. 14, 3} of a house (g?‘iha) for evil spirits, and 
even the modem, name of Naraka for hell occurs in 
it. All this agrees with what we know from other 
sources of the chronological relation of Yedic hymns, 
Upanishads, and Manu’s Laws. The XJpanishads speak 
of a third path, besides the two paths that lead to the 
Fathers and to the Gods, and they say (Brih. Ar. VI. 2, 
16) : ‘ Those who do not know these two paths become 
worms, birds and creeping things.’ We also read in 
some Upanishads, that there are unblessed or asuj-ya 
worlds, covered with blind darkness whither fools go 
after death. The Brihmanas are sometimes more 
explicit in their accounts of hell and in one passage 
of the ;Satapatha Brahmam (XI. 7, 2, 33), we actually 
find a mention of the weighing of the soul, a concep- 
tion so well knoyrn from Egyptian tombs. 

Bridges. 

The more we advance the fuller the details become 
about the two reads, the load leading to the Bitr/s 
and the road leading to the Devas. I shaL li<>ic call 
your attention to one passage only in the Maluibha- 
rata which is highly important, because the two roads 
are here for the first time - called Setus, or bridges (Anu- 

* tVeboi, Z JD.M <?., ix. p. 24(.’. 

^ Kow fairalir.r tLe idea of a bridge between this world and the. 
next must aare been in Yedic times also, is shown by the frequent 
allusions to the Aimau, as the tine budge from Schein to Sein; 
A'Mnd U|j» VIII 4j i, &c 
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gita, XX. p. 316), bridges of virtue or piety. It was 
generally supposed that the idea of a bridge connect- 
ing this world with the next was peculiar to Persia, 
where the famous ICinvai bridge forms so prominent 
a feature in the ancient religion. But the relation 
between the Veda and the Avesta is so peculiar and so 
intimate, that we can hardly doubt that the belief in 
bridges between this world and the next was either 
borrowed directly by the Persians from the Vedic 
pocis, or that it was inherited by both from their 
common ancestors. It is quite true that the same idea 
of a bridge between this and the next world occurs 
in other countries also, where a direct influence of 
Indian thought is out of the question, as, for instance, 
among some North- American Indians^. But it is not 
a bridge of virtue or of judgment as in India and 
Pei&ia. The idea of a bridge or a mere communica- 
tion between this and the next world is in fact so 
natural that it may be called the easiest and probably 
the earliest solution of the problem with which, though 
from a higher point of view, we are occupied in this 
courte of lectures, the'relation betAveen the natural and 
the supernatural. When people had once learnt to 
believe in a Beyond, they felt a gap between the here 
and tlie there, which the human mind could not brook, 
and which it tried, therefore, to bridge over, at first 
mythologically, and afterwards philosophically. The 
earliest, as yet purely mythological, attempt to connect 
the world of men and the world of the gods is the belief 
in a bridge called Bifrost, lit. trembling rest, such as 
we find it in Northern mythology. It was clearly in- 


' Jones, Tutditions of the Korth^Amencan Indians^ vol. i p. 227 
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tended originally for the rainbo'w. We are told that 
it was created by the gods, and was called the bridge 
of the Ases or the gods, the As-brfi. It had three 
colourSj and was supposed to be very strong. But 
however strong it was, it is believed that it will 
break at the end of the world, when the sons of 
Muspel come to ride across it. The Ases or gods 
ride every day across that bridge to their judgment 
seat near the well of Urd. It has a watchman also, 
who is called Heimdall. 

This is a purely mythological expedient to corneet 
heaven and earth, for which Physical Religion chose 
very naturally the emblem of the rainbow. 

In India and Persia, however, the case is different 
First of all the bridge there is not taken from any- 
thing in nature. lu is rather an ethical postulate. 
There must be a way, they argued, on which the 
soul can approach the deity or by which it can be 
kept away from the deity, — hence they imagined that 
there was such a way. That way in India was the 
Road of the Fathers and afterwards the Road of the 
Gods. But it is very important to obseiwe that in 
India also this road (yana) was called setu, bridge, 
though it had not y^et received a proper name. In 
the Veda, Rv. I. 38, 5, the path of Yama is mentioned, 
which is really the same as the Road of the Fathers, 
for Yama was originally the ruler of the Fathers. If 
therefore the poets say, vo f/aritS, pathS, Yamasya 
g&d upa, May your worshipper not go on the path of 
Yama, they simply mean, may he not yet die. When 
there was once a bridge, a river also would soon be 
imagined which the bridge was to cross. Such a 
river, though it does not occur in the hymns, occuns 
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in the BrS,hmanas under the name of Vaitarani, which 
simply means ‘what leads on or what has to be crossed.’ 
It is probably but another name for the river Vir/ar&, 
the ageless, which, as we saw in the Upanishadsj the 
departed had to pass. 

You may remember that at the funeral ceremonies 
of the Vedie Indians a cow (Anustara^zi) had to be 
saci'ificed. This cow was supposed to carry the de- 
parted across the Vaitarawi river, and later it became 
the custom in India, and, I am told, it is so now, to 
make a dying man lay hold of the tail of a cow, 
or, as among the Todas, of the horns of a buffalo. 
But though in India the belief in a Eoad of the 
Fathers and a Eoad of the Gods seems to have arisen 
from a moral conviction that there must be such a 
path to lead the departed, whether as a reward or as 
a punishment, to the world of the Fathers, and to the 
world of the Gods, that path was identified in India 
also not only with the rainbow, but likewise, as Pro- 
fessor Kuhn has tried to show [K. Z., ii. p. 318), with 
the Milky Way. In the Vishiiu-puraaa (p. 227) the 
Devayana is placed north of Taurus and Aries, and 
south of the Great Bear, 'which is the exact situation 
of the starting-point of the Milky Wa}'. Pi'ofessor 
Kuhn has pointed out a most curious coincidence. 
Let us remember that in order to reach the Devayana, 
supposed to be the Milky Way, the departed had to 
be carried across the Yaitaraizi river by a cow. Is it 
not strange that in the North of Geimany to the 
present day the Milky Way should be called Kaupat, 
that is, cow-path, and that the Slavonians should call 
it Mavra or Mavriza, which means a black speckled 
cow. Nay, in the poem of Tundalus (ed. Hahn, pp. 
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49-50), we read that tte soul has to drive a stolen 
cow across that bridge. Such coincidences are very 
startling. One hardly knows how to account for 
them. Of course^ they may be due to accident, 
but, if not, what an extraordinary pertinacity would 
they show even in the folklore of the Aryan nations. 

However, though in some places the Devayana has 
been identified with the Milky Way, in others and 
more ancient passages it was clearly conceived as the 
rainbow, as when we read in the Brihad-drawyaka 
Upanishad IV. 4, 8 : 

‘The small, old path stretching far away (vitataA 
or vitara^) has been found by me. On it. sages who 
know Brahman move on to the Svargaloka (heaven), 
and thence higher', as entirely free. 

‘ On that path they say that there is white and 
blue, yellow, green, and’ red ; that path was found by 
Brahman, and on it goes whoever knows Brahman, 
and who has done good, and obtained sp' .ndour.’ We 
ha Ye here the five colours of the rainbow, while the 
Bifrbst rainbow had only three. 

The idea that the wicked cannot find the path of 
the Fathers or the Gods is not entirely absent in the 
Upardshads. For we read '(Brnh. Ar. IV. 4, 10) : 

‘ All who worship what is not knowledge, enter into 
blind darkness ; ' and again, ‘ There are indeed those 
unblessed worlds covered with blind darkness. Men 
who are ignorant, not enlightened, go after death to 
these worlds.’ Nay, in the /Satapatha Brahman a I. 9, 
3, 3, we actually read of flames on both sides of the 
path which bam the wicked, but do not touch the 
pure soul. 

' The same path leads either to the Gods or to the 
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Fathers. On both sides two flames are ever burning : 
they scorch him who deserves to be scorched, and 
allow him to pass who deserves to pass.’ 

There is also a line quoted in the Nirukta which 
may refer to this path, where women say ; 

xiBg gahmayantyo narakam patB.ma. 

* May we not walk crooked and fall into hell/ 

It is, however, in the ancient religion of Persia that 
this bridge becomes most prominent. It has there 
leceived the name of iTinva^, which can only mean 
the searching, the revenging, the punishing bridge, 
ki being connected with Greek r^co, riz/co, and ricns. 

Of this bridge we read in the Vendid^d, XIX. 29: 

‘Then the fiend, named Vizaresha, carries off in 
bonds the soul of the Avicked Da§va-worshippers who 
live in sin. The soul enters the way made by time, 
and open both to the wicked and to the righteous. 
And at the head of the Jfinvai bridge, the holy 
bridge made by Mazda, they ask for their spirits and 
souls the reward for the worldly goods which they 
gave away here below.’ 

This bridge, which extends over hell and leads to 
paradise, widens for the soul of the righteous to the 
length of nine javelins, for the souls of the wicked it 
narrows to a thread, and they fall into hell \ 

When we find almost the same circumstantial 
account among the Mohammedans, it seems to me 
that we shall have ‘to admit in this case an actual 
historical borrowing, and not, as in the case of 

^ Ard4 Vlr&f, V. 1. Barmesteter, Vendid^d, S. B. iy. p. 212 

note 
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Indians and Persians, a distant common origin. The 
idea of the bridge was probably adopted by the Jews 
in Persia^, and borrowed by Mohammed from his 
Jewish friends. It is best known under the name of 
Es-Sir&t. The seventh chapter of the Koran, called 
A1 Aar^f, gives the following account of the bridge : 

‘ And betwixt the two there is a veil, and on 
al Aar^f are men who know each (the good and the 
wicked) by marks, and they shall cry out to the 
^dlows of Paradise : Peace be upon you ! They cannot 
enter it, although they so desire. But when their 
sight is turned towards the fellows of Fire, they say : 
O Lord, place us not with the unjust people ! And 
the fellows in al Aarif will cry out to the men 
whom they know by their marks, and say, Of no 
avail to you were your collections, and what you 
were so big with pride about; are these those ye 
swore that God would not extend mercy to ? Enter 
Paradise, there is no fear for you, nor shall ye be 
grieved. But the fellows of Fire shall cry out to the 
fellows of Paradise, Pour out upon us water, or 
something of what God has provided you with.” ’ 

When we find a similar account among the Todas 
in Southern India, it is difficult to say whether tboy 
derived it from the Bribhmans or possibly from a 
Mohammedan source. It resembles the latter more 
than the former, and it might be taken by somo 
ethnologists as of spontaneous growth among the 
Dravidian inhabitants of India. Aer*:)rding to a writer 

^ In the fonrtli or the beginning of the futh centnry, Jewish 
doctors are known to havp been all-powerful nt the rJassanian 
court, under Sapor II and Yazdagard. Academu, Hov. 28, 1891, 
p 488 
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in. the N'meteenth Century, June, 1892, p. 959, the 
Todas have a heaven and a hell, the latter a dismal 
stream full of leeches, across which the souls of the 
departed, have to pass upon a single thread, which 
breaks beneath the weight of those burdened with 
sin, but stands the slight strain of a good man’s soul. 

In the Talmud, as I am informed by the Eev. Dr. 
Gaster, this bridge does not seem to be known. It 
is mentioned, however, in the 21st chapter of the 
Jana dehe Eliahu, a work of the tenth century, but 
containing fragments of much earlier date. Here we 
read : ‘ In tb^t hour (of the last judgment) God calls 
back to Hfe tbe idols of the nations, ahd he says: “Let 
every nation with their god cross the bridge of 
Gehinom, and when they are crossing it, it will 
appear to them like a thread, and they fall down into 
Gehinom, both the idols and their worshippers.’” 
The passage occurs once more in the Yalkut Shira- 
mni, ii. §500, ed. pr. (Salonica, 1526), f. 87 seq., and 
according to the best judges, tfce legend itself goes 
back to pre-islamitic times. 

So far we are still on safe and almost historical ground. 
But the belief in such a bridge is not confined to the 
East ; and yet, when we are told that the peasants in 
Yorkshire spoke not so long ago of a ‘ Biig o’ Dread, 
Na broader than a thread^,’ we can hardly believe that 
this Brig o’ Dread is the modern representative of 
the northern Bifrost bridge, because that bridge was 
never a very narrow bridge, to be crossed by the good 
only. I think we must here again admit a real his- 
torical communication. It is more likely, I think, that 

' J. Thoios, AnwAotes and Tradiho.is, pp. 89-90 ; Grimm, Deutsche 
Mytholoffie, p. 794. 
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the idea of this bridge caught the fancy of some crusa- 
der, and that he spoke or sang of it on his return to 
France, and that with the Normans the Brig o’ Dread 
travelled into England. In France also the peasants 
of Ni^vre know of this bridge as a small plank which 
Saint Jean d’Archange placed between the earth and 
paradise, and of which they sing : 

Pas pu longue, pas pu large 
Qu’un ch'veu de la Bamte Viaige, 

Ceiix qu’savont la raison d* Dieu, 

Par de&sus passeront, 

Ceux qu’ la sanront pas 
Au bout mourront 

*Not longei, not laiger than a hair of the Holy Virgin, those 
who know the reason of God (or the piayer of God^ will pass over 
it ; those who do not know it, will die at the end/ 

From the folk-lore of the peasants this belief in a 
bridge leading from this to a better world found its 
way into the folk-lore of mediaeval theologians, and 
we read of a small bridge leading from purgatory to 
paradise in the Legenda Aurea, c. 50 (De S. Patricic >, 
and in other places 

Is it not curious to see these ideas either crcpping 
up spontaneously In different parts of the world, or 
handed on by a real historical tradition from India 
to Persia, from Persia to Palestine, from Palestine to 
France, and from France even to Yorkshire ? And at 
the root of all, there is that simple but ineradicable 
belief that the Human asd the Divine cannot he 
separated for ever, and that as the rainbow bridges 
heaven and earth, or as the galaxy shows us a bright 
way through, myriads of stars to the highest Empy- 
rean, there must be a bridge between Earth and 


^ Cf. Liebrecht zu Gervasius, Oita imperiaha, Hanover, 1856, p. 90. 
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Heaven, between the soul and God; there must be 
a Way, and a Truth, and a Life to guide the soul to 
its real home, or, as another religion expresses it, 
there must be a faith to take us home, and to makv 
us all one in God. (Cf. St. John xvii. 31.) 



LECTURE VI. 

THE ESOHATOLOOT OP THE AYESTA. 

Oeneral similarities iu Escbatological hogtatOa. 

I MENTIONED at the end of my last Lecture a 
number of traditions gathered from diifereni parts 
of the world, and all having reference to a bridge 
between earth and heaven. Some of these traditions 
were purely mythological, and were suggested, as it 
seemed, by actual phenomena of nature, such as the 
rainbow and the Milky Way. Others, on the contrary, 
spi’ang evidently from a moral conviction that there 
must be a way by which the human soul could return 
to God, a conviction which, however abstract in its 
r igin, could not altogether resist being likewise 
clothed in the end in more or less fanciful and mytho- 
logical phraseology. 

When we have to deal with common traditions 
found in India, Greece, and Germany, we must 
generally be satisfied if we can discover their simplest 
germs, and show how these germs grew and assumed 
a dififerent colouring on Indian, Greek, or German 
soil I explained this to you before in the case of 
the Greek Charites, the Sanskrit Haritas. Hei-e we 
find that tiie words are identically the same, only 
pronounced differently according to the phonetic pecu- 
liarities of the Greek and the Sanskrit languages. 

(4^ IT 
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The common germ was found in the bright rays of 
the sun, conceived as horses in the Veda, as beautiful 
maidens in Greece. The same applies, as I showed 
many yeais ago, to the Greek Daphne. Daphne would 
in Sanskrit be represented by Dahana, and this 
would meaii the burning or the bright one. This 
root dah has yielded the name for day and dawn in 
German. In Sanskrit it has been replaced by Ahan^b 
There is in the Veda a clear leference to the Dawn 
dying whenever the sun tries to approach her, and we 
have a right theiefore to interpret the Greek legend 
of Daphne, trying to escape from the embraces of 
Phoebus, as a repetition of the same story, that the 
Dawn, when she endeavours to fly from the ap- 
proaches of the sun, either dies or is changed into a 
laurel tree. This change into a laurel tree, however, 
was possible in a Greek atmosphere only, whcio 
daphne had become the name of the laurel tree, which 
was called daphne because the wood of the laurel 
tree was easy to kindle and to burn. 

The lessons which we have learnt from Comparative 
Mythology hold good with regard to Comparative 
Tlieology also. If we find similar religious or even 
philosophical ideas or tradition.s in Greece and in 
India, we must look upon them simply as the result 
of the common humanity or the common language of 
the people, and be satisfied with very general features ; 
but when we proceed to compare the ideas of the 
ancient Parsis with those of the Vedic poets, we 
have a right to expect coincidences of a different 
and a much more tangible nature. 

^ ^ See Hopkins, On English day and Sanskrit ('d)a]ian. Fro* 
mdmgs oj American Oriental hotietyj 1892. 
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PesrUim raOatloa between tbe Seii^ons of India and Persia. 

The exact historical relation, however, between the 
most ancient religions of India and Persia is very 
peculiar, and by no means as yet fully elucidated. 
It has been so often misconceived and misrepresented 
that we shall have to examine the facts very carefully 
in order to gain a clear conception of the real re- 
lationship of these two religions. No religion of the 
ancient world has been so misrepresented as that con- 
tained in the Avesta. We shall therefore have to enter 
into some details, and examine the ipsissinia verba of 
the Avesta. In doing this I am afraid that my lec- 
ture to-day on the Avesta and its doctrines touching 
the immortality of the soul, will not contain much 
that can be of interest to any but Oriental scholai-s. 
But what I have always been most anxious about, 
is that those who follow these lectures should get an 
accurate and authentic knowledge of the facts of the 
ancient religions. Many people are hardly aware how 
difficult it is to give a really accurate account of any of 
the ancient Oriental religions. But think how difficult 
it is to say anything about tbe real teaching of Christ, 
without being contradicted by some Doctor of Divinity, 
whether hailing from Rome or from Edinburgh. And 
yet the facts lie here within a very narrow compass, 
very different from the voluminous literature of the 
religions of the Brahmanist or Buddhists. The lan- 
guage of the New Testament is child’s play compared 
to Vedic Sanskrit or Avestie Zend. If then one 
sees the wrangling going on in churches and chapels - 
about the right interpretation of some of the simplest 
passages in the Gospelsj it might seem almost hopeless 
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to assert anything positive about the general cha- 
racter of the Vedic or Avestic religions. Yet, strange 
to say, it has happened that the same persons who 
seem to imagine that no one but a Doctor of Divinity 
has any right to interpret the simplest verses of the 
New Testament, feel no hesitation in writing long 
essays on Zoroaster, on Buddhism and Mohammedan- 
ism, without knowing a word of Zend, P41i, or Arabic. 
They not only spread erroneous opinions on the 
ancient Eastern religions, but they think they can 
refute them best, after having thus misrepresented 
them. If the Avestic religion has once been repre- 
sented as Fire-worship and Dualism, what can be 
easier than to refute Fire-worship and Dualism ? But 
if wc consult the original documents, and if we dis- 
tinguish, as we do in the case of the New Testament, 
between what is early and what is late in the sacred 
canon of the Zoroastrians, wo shall see that Zoroaster 
taught neither fire-worship nor dualism. 

Zoroaster teaches neither nire-worsblp nor Dualism. 

The supreme deity of Zoroa.ster is Ahuramazda, not 
Atar, fire, though Atar is sometimes called the son of 
Ahuramazda ^ Fire no doubt is a sacred object in all 
ancient oacrifices, but the fire, as such, is no more 
worshipped as the supreme God in the Avesta than it 
is in the Veda. 

If we want to understand the true nature of the 
religion of Zoroaster we must remember, first of aU, 
that the languages in which the Veda and Avesta are 
composed are more closely related to each other than 
any other language of the Aryan family. They are 

^ PhysKal Edtgionj p. 231. 
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in fact dialeete, rather than two different languages. 
We must also remember that the religions of Zoroaster 
and of the Vedic Kishis share a certain number of 
their deities in common. It used to be supposed that 
because deva in the Veda is the name for gods, and 
in the Avesta the name for evil spirits, therefore the two 
religions were entirely antagonistic. But that is not 
the case. The name for gods in the Veda is not only 
deva, but likewise asura. This name, if derived 
from asu, breath, mWnt originally the living, he who 
lives and moves in the great phenomena of nature, 
or, as we should say, the living God. Certain Vedic 
gods, particularly Varu-na, are in the Veda also 
called Asura in the good sense of the word. But 
very soon the Sanskrit asura took a bad sense, for 
instance, in the last book of the Eig-veda and in the 
Atharva-veda, and particularly in the Brihmanafe. 
Here we constantly find the Asuras fightmg against 
■*■110 Devas. Deva, as you remember, was the common 
Aryan name for gods, as the bright beings of nature. 
But while Asura became the name of the highest deity 
in the Avesua, namely Ahuramazda or Ormazd, deva 
occurs in the Avesta always in a bad sense, as the 
name of evil spirits. These D evas (daevas),the modern 
Persian div, are the originators of all that is bad, of 
every impurity, of sin and death, and are constantly 
thinking of causing the destruction of the fiekri and 
trees and of the houses of religious men. The spots 
most liked by them, according to Zoroastrian notions, 
are those most filled with dirt and filth, and especially 
cemeteries, which places are therefore objects of the 
greatest abomination to a true Ormazd worshipper 
^ Haug, Ei>mm on the Fmsts, p. 268. 
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It is difficult to account for these facts, but we 
lUst always remember that while some of the prin- 
pal Vedic deities, such as Indra^, for instance, occur 
L the Avesta as demons, other Devas or divine beings 
I the Veda have retained their original character in 
le Avesta, for instance Mithra, the Vedic Mitra, 
le' sun, Airyaman, the Vedic Ary am an, likewise a 
ame of the sun, a deity presiding over marriages 
haga, another solar deity in the Veda, occurs in 
le Avesta as bagha, and has become there a general 
ame for god. This word must be as old as deva, 
)r it occurs in the Slavonic languages as bog, god. 
j is known also from the name of Behistun, the 
lountain on which Darius engraved his great in> 
iriptions, in cuneiform letters. The Greeks call it 
aya<rrava, i.e. the place of the gods. Other divine 
ames which the Avesta and the Veda share in 
ommon are the Avestic Armaiti, the Vedic Ara- 
lati, the eaith, NarS,samsa, lit. renowned among 
len (a name of Agni, Phshan, and other gods in the 
'eda), the Avestic Nairy&sanha, a messenger of 
(rmazd. Lastly, we find that while Indra has become 
demon under the name of Andra, one of his best- 
nown Vedic epithets, namely, Vritrahan, slayer of 
''ntra, occurs in the Avesta as Verethraghna, mean- 
ig simply the conqueror, the angel who grants 
ictory. His name becomes in the end Behr4m, and 
ne of the Yashts is addressed to him, the Behr^m 
"■asht. It has ^nerally been supposed, therefolre, 
h&t a religious schism took place, and that Zara- 
liushti-a seceded from the worshippers of the Vedic 

^ JOso Satirva dadva, i.e. Sarva, and Klonliaitliya da^va, the 
asatyan. 



TffS ESCHATOLOGY OF THE AVESTA. 


183 


Devas. There is some truth in this, but though there 
was a severance, there always remained a common 
background for the two religions. Many of the Vedic 
deities were retained, subject only to the supremacy 
of Ahuramazda. It is the idea of one supreme God, 
the Ahuramazda, which forms' the characteristic dis- 
tinction between the Avestic and the Vedic religions. 
Only Zarathushtra’s monotheism does not exclude a 
belief in a number of deities, so long as they are not 
conceived as the equals of Ahuramazda. In his moral 
character Ahuramazda may really be looked upon as 
a development of the Vedic Yaru^a, but the moral 
character of this deity has become far more prominent 
in the Avesta than in the Veda. 

The Avestic religion, as we know it from its own 
sacred books, is in fact a curious mixture of mono- 
theism, polytheism, and dualism. Ahuramazda is no 
doubt the supreme God, the erea.tor and ruler of all 
things, but there are many other divine beings who, 
though subject to him, are yet considered worthy of 
receiving adoration and sacrificial woi*ship. Again, 
Ahuramazda, so far as he represents the good spirit, 
spenta mainyu, the spirit of light, is constantly 
opposed by Angra mainyu, best known in our times 
as Ahriman, the evil spirit, the spirit of darkness. 
But these two spirits were not originally conceived as 
two separate beings. In the ancient G&thas there is 
no trace as yet of a personal conflict between Ormazd 
and Ahriman, The enemy against whom Ormazd 
fights there, is Drukh, the Vedic Druh, 'the Ijing 
spirit.’ Darius also in the cuneiform inscriptions does 
not yet mention Ahriman as the opponent of Ormazd. 
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Vbe Problem of tlie Origin of Sell. 

Dr, Haug seems quite right in stating that Zara- 
thushtra, having arrived at the idea of the unity and 
indivisibility of the Supreme Being, had afterwards to 
solve the great problem which has engaged the atten- 
tion of so many wise men of antiquity and even of 
modem times, namely, how to reconcile the imperfec- 
tions discernible in the world, the various kinds of 
evil, wickedness, and baseness, with the goodness and 
justice of the one God. He solved this question philo- 
sophically, by the admission of two primeval causes, 
which, though different, were united, and produced 
the world of material things as well as that of the 
spirit. This doctrine may best be studied in the 
thirtieth chapter of the Yasna. The one who pro- 
duced all reality (gaya) and goodness is called there 
the good mind (vohu manb), the other, through whom 
the unreality (agyaiti) originated, bears the name 
of the evil mind (akem mano). All good, and true, 
and perfect things, which fall under the category of 
reality, ai’e the productions of the ‘ good mind,’ while 
all that is bad and delusive belongs to the sphere 
of ‘ non-reality,’ and is traced to the evil mind. These 
are the tw’-a moving causes in the universe, united 
from the beginning, and therefore called twins (y^md 
Sk. yamau). They are present everywhere, in Ahura- 
luazda as well as in men. These two primeval prin 
ciples, if supposed to be united in Ahuramazda himseb 
are called spenta mainyu, his beneficent spirit, and 
angra mamyu, his hurtful spirit. That Angra mainyu 
was not conceived then as a separate being, opposed 
to Ahuramazda. Dr. Haug has proved from Yasna 
XTX y, where Ahuramazda is mentioning these two 
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spirits as iiilierent in his o'wn nature, though he ' dis- 
tinctly called them the two masters ’ (p&yh), and the 
‘ two creators.’ But while at fii’st these two creative 
spirits were conceived as only two parts or ingre- 
dients of the Divine Being, this doctrine of Zara- 
thushtra’s became corrupted in course of time by 
misunderstandings and false interpretations. Spenta 
mainyu, the beneficent spirit, was taken as a name 
of Ahuramazda himself, and the Angra mainyu, by 
becoming entirely separated from Ahuramazda, was 
then regarded as the constant adversary of Ahura- 
mazda. This is Dr. Haug’s explanation of the Dualism 
in the later portions of the Avesta, and of the constant 
conflict between God and the Devil which we see 
for instance in the first fargard of the Vendidid. The 
origin of good and evil would thus ha\ e been trans- 
ferred unto the Deity itself, though there the possible 
evil was always overcome by the real good. Zoroaster 
had evidently perceived that without possible evil 
there can be no real good, just as without temptation 
there can be no virtue. The same contest which 
is supposed to be carried on within the deity, is also 
carried on by each individual believer. Each be- 
liever is exhorted to take part in the fight against 
the evil spirit, till at last the final victory of good 
over evil will be secured. 

This, of course, is not stated in so many words, 
but it follows from passages gathered from different 
parts of the Avesta. 

T3i 6 Angels, originally qualities of OrpmzA- 

The same process of changing certain qualities of 
the Divine Being into sepamte beings can be clearly 
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watched in the case of the Ameshaspentas, The 
Ameshaspentas of the Avesta are lit. the immortal 
benefactors. These were clearly at first mere quali- 
ties of the Divine Being, or gifts which Ormazd might 
grant to his worshipper’s, but they became afterwards 
angelic or half-divine beings, such as Vohu man6 
(Eahman), good mind, Asha vahishta (Ardi bahisht), 
the best truth, Armaiti (Spendarmad), devotion and 
piety, Ameret&(Z (AmardM), immortality, Haurva- 
ikd (KhordM), health, Kshathra valrya (Shahri- 
var), abundance of earthly goods. 

these angels formed in later times the great 
council of Ormazd, Ahriman also was supposed to be 
surrounded by a similar council of six. They were 
Akem man6, the evil spirit, Indra,(8'aurva, N^ori- 
haithya, and two personifications of Darkness and 
Poison. In this way the original Monotheism of the 
Zoroastrian religion came to be replaced by that Dual- 
ism which is wrongly supposed to be the characteristic 
feature of the ancient Persian religion, and oflers many 
points of similarity with the belief in God and His 
angels, and in a devil also, as we find it in the later 
portions of the Old Testament. From thence this 
belief was transferred to the New Testament, and 
is stiU held by many as a Christian dogma. Whether 
this belief in God and a devil and the angels forming 
their respective councils was actually borrowed by 
the Jews from Persia, is still an open question. If 
any of the Persian names of these angels or devils 
had been discovered in the Old Testament, the ques- 
tion would at once have been settled; but there is 
only one really Persian name of one of these evil 
spirits attached to Ahriman, which actually has found 
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its way into the Old Testament in the apocryphal 
book of Tobitj iii. 8, namely Asmodeus, which is the 
Persian A&JiTna daeva, the demon of anger and 
wrath. This name could have been borrowed from 
a Persian source only, and proves therefore the exis- 
tence of a real historical intercourse between Jews 
and Persians at the time when the book of Tobit was 
■ymtten. We look in vain for any other Persian name 
of a good or an evil spirit in the genuine books of 
the Old Testament \ though there is no doubt great 
similarity between the angels and archangels of the 
Old Testament and the Ameshaspentas of the Avesta, 
as has been shown by Dr. Kohut in his very learned 
essay on this subject. 

Of ail this, of the original supremacy of Ahura- 
mazda, of the later dualism of Ahuramazda and 
Angra mainyu, and of the councils of these two hos- 
tile powers there is no trace in the Veda. Traces, 
however, of a hostile feeling against the Asuras in 
general appear in the change of meaning of that word 
in some poiiions of the Rig-veda and the Athaiwa- 
veda, and more particularly in the Br^hma-nas. 

Asuras and Suras. 

A new change appears in the later Sanskrit litera- 
ture. Here the Asuras, instead of fighting with the 
Devas, are represented as fighting against the Suras ; 
that is.-^'say, by a mere mistake the ‘ A ’ of Asura 
has been takih as^la negative ‘a,’ where^ it is the 
radical ‘a’ of as u, breath, and a new napae has^een 
formed, Sura, which seemed to be connected with 

^ See, however, my remarks on p. 52, on the appellation Ahmi 

alimi. 
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svar, the sky, and was used as a name of the gods, 
opposed to the Asuras, the Non-gods This is how 
mythology is often made. All the fights between the 
Saras and Asuras, of which we read so much in the 
PurS,nas, are really based on a misunderstanding of 
the old name of the living God, namely Asu-ra, not 
A-sura. 

In whatever way we may try to account for the 
change of the Vedic Devas, gods, into the Avestio 
Daevas, evil spirits, there can be -no doubt that we 
hav§ to deal here with an historical fact. For some 
reason or other the believers in the true Asuras and 
in Ahuramazda must have separated at a certain 
time from the believers in the Vedic Devas. They 
differed on some points, but they agreed on otners. 
In fact, we possess in the Yasna, in one of the more 
ancient remnants of Zarathushtra’s religion, some 
verses which can only be taken as an official formula 
in which his followers abjured their behef in the 
De’-’as. There (Yasna XII) we read : 

AIsjiu^atioxL of 2>a4va WursMp. 

‘I cease to be a Deva (woi shipper). I profess to 
be a Zoroastrian Mazdaydznian (a worshipper of 
Ahuramazda), an enemy of the Devas, and a devotee 
of Ahura, a praiser of the immortal benefactors 
(Ameshaspentas). In sacrificing to the immortal 
Ameshaspentas I ascribe all good things to Ahura- 
mazda. who is good and has (all that is) good, who 
is righteohs, brilliant, glorious, who is the originator 
of all the be.'st things, of the spirit of nature (gaush), 

^ By the feaiBo process, sita, bright, seems to have been formed 
fiom a&ita,*dail' 
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of righteousness, of the luminaries, and the self- 
shining brightness which is in the luminaries. 

‘I forsake the Devas, the wicked, bad, wrongful 
originators of mischief, the most baneful, destructive, 
and basest of beings. I forsake the Devas and those 
like Devas, the sorcerers and those like sorcerers, and 
any beings whatever of such kinds. I foisake them 
with thoughts, words, and deeds, I forsake them 
hereby publicly, and declare that aU lies and false- 
hood are to be done away with.’ 

I do not see how after this any one can doubt that 
the separation of the followers of Zarathushtra, the 
believers in Ahuramazda, from the worshippers of the 
Vedic Devas, was a real historical event, though it 
does by no means follow that their separation was 
complete, and that the followers of Zoroaster surren- 
dered every belief which they formerly shared in 
common with the Vedic Bishis. 

I think we shall be perfectly right if we treat the 
A-vestic as a secondary stage, as compared with the 
old Vedic religion, only we must guard against the 
supposition that the Avesta could not have preserved 
a number of ideas and religious traditions older even 
and simpler than what we find in the Veda. The 
Vedic poets, and more particularly the Vedic philo- 
sophers, have certainly advanced much beyond the 
level that had been reached before they were de- 
serted by the Zoroastrians, but the Zoroastrians may 
have preserved much that is old and simple, much 
that dates from a period previous to their separation, 
much that we look for in vain in the Veda. 
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Zmmortality of tlie Soul in tbe Avesta. 

This seems certainly to be the case when we com- 
pare the Persian accounts of the immortality of the 
soul and its migrations after death with those which 
we examined before in the TJpanishads. The idea 
that knowledge or faith is better than good works, 
and that a higher immortality awaits the thinker 
than the doer, an idea so familiar to the authors 
of the TJpanishads, is quite foreign to the Avesta. 
The Avestic religion is before all things an ethical 
religion. It is meant to make people good. It holds 
out rewards for the good, and punishments for the 
bad in this life and in the life to come. It stands 
in this respect much more on the old level of the 
Vedie hymns than on that of the Upanishads, In 
the hymns, as we saw, the departed was simply told 
to run on the good path, past the two dogs, the brood 
of Sarama, the four-eyed, the grey, and then to go 
towards the wise Pitris or Fathers who were happily 
rejoicing with Yama. Or the departed was told to 
go forth on those ancient roads on which his fore- 
fathers had departed, and to meet the two kings 
delighting in (svadhli) offerings, Yama and the god 
Varuna. Nothing is said there of the smoke carrying 
him to the sky, nor of the sun moving towards the 
south or the north, or of the departed rising upwards 
till he reaches the moon or the place of lightning. 
The goal of the journey of the departed is simply the 
place where he will meet the Fathers, those who 
were distinguished for piety and penance, or those 
who fell in battle, or those who during life were 
generous with their wealth. 
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Tbe Ktn'g or Fatbers as conceived in tbe Vedic Hysms. 

All this is much more human than the account 
given in the Upanishads. And when we read in the 
Eig-veda the invocatioi^s addressed to the Pit?’is or 
the three generations of ancestors, we find there too 
again a much moi’e childlike conception of their 
abode than what is given us in the Upanishads. 
Sometimes the gi eat-grandfathers are supposed to be 
in heaven, the grandfathers in the sky, and the 
fathers still somewhere on the earth, but all are 
invited together to accept the offerings made to them 
at the /Sraddhas, nay, they are supposed to consume 
the viands placed before them. Thus we read (Eig- 
veda X. 15) : 

1. May the Soma-loving Fathers^, the lowest, the 
highest, and the middle arise ! May the gentle and 
righteous Fathers who have come to life (again), pro- 
tect us in these invocations ! 

2. May this salutation be for the Fathers to-day, 
for those who have departed before or after ; whether 
they now dwell in the sky above the earth, or among 
the blessed people ! 

3. I invited the wise Fathers .... may they come 
hither quickly, and sitting on the grass readily par- 
take of the poured-out draught ! 

4. Come hither to us with your help, you Fathers 
sitting on the grass! We have prepared these liba- 
tions for you, accept them I Come iither with your 
most blessed protection, and give us health and wealth 
without fail 1 


^ The Fathers who have reached the moon. 



192 


LECTURE Vr. 


5. The Soma-loving Fathers have been called 
hither to their dear viands which are placed on the 
grass. Let them approach, let them listen, let them 
bless, let them protect us I 

6. Bending your knee and sitting on my right 
accept all this sacrifice. Do not hurt us, O Fathers, 
for any wrong that we may have committed against 
you, men as we are ! 

7 When you sit down on the lap of the red dawns, 
grant wealth to the generous mortal 1 O Fathers, 
give of your treasure to the sons of this man here, 
and bestow vigour here on us I 

8. May Yama, as a friend with friends, consume 
the offerings according to his wish, united with those 
old Soma-loving Fathers of ours, the VasishiAas, who 
arranged the Soma draught I 

9. Come hither, 0 Agni, with those wise and truth- 
ful Fathers who like to sit down near the hearth, 
who thirsted when yearning for the gods, who knew 
the sacrifice, and who were strong in praise with 
their songs! 

10. Come, O Agni, with those ancient Fathers who 
like to sit down near the hearth, who for ever praise 
the gods, the truthful, who eat and drink our obla- 
tions, making company with Indra and the gods ! 

11. 0 Fathers, you who have been consumed by 
Agni, come here, sit down on your seats, you kind 
guides 1 Eat of the offerings which we have placed 
on the turf, and then grant us wealth and strong 
offspring ! 

12. 0 Agni, 0 G'sltavedas, at our request thou hast 
caaried the offerings, having first rendered them 
sweet. Thou gavest them to the Fathers, and they 
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fed on. their share. Eat also, O god, the proffered 
oblations ! 

18. The Fathers who are here, and the Fathers 
who are not here, those whom we know, and those 
whom we know not, thon, G^tavedas, knowest how 
many they are, accept the well-made sacrifice with 
the sacrificial portions ! 

14. To those who, whether bnmt by fire or not 
burnt by fire, rejoice in their share in the midst of 
heaven, grant thou, O King, that their body may take 
that life which they wish for ! 

Compared with these hjrmns, the Cpanishads repre- 
sent a decidedly later development and refinement ; 
they represent, in fact, the more elaborate views of 
speculative theologians, and no longer the simple 
imaginings of sorrowing mourners. 

If we now turn to examine the ideas which the 
followers of Zoroaster had formed to themselves about 
the fates of the soul after death and its approach to 
God, we shall find that they also represent a much 
simpler faith, though there are some points on which 
they are clearly dependent on, or closely allied with 
the Upanishads, unless we suppose that both the 
Zoroastrians and the authors of the Upanishads 
arrived independently at the same ideas. 

of tlio individual Soul at tlie ^ouoral resurreotiou. 

We read in the Vendidad XIX. 27 U 

‘ Creator of the settlements supplied with creatures, 
righteous one! What happens when a man shall 
give up his soul in the world of existence? 

‘ Then- said Ahuramazda : After a man is dead, when 

‘ vol. iT. p. 212. 
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his time is over, then the hellish evil-doing Daevas 
assail him, and when the third night ^ is gone, when 
the dawn appears and brightens up, and makes 
Mithra, the god with the beautiful weapons, reach 
the all-happy mountains and the sun is rising — 

‘Then the fiend, named Vizaresha, carries off in 
bonds the souls of the wicked Dadva-worshippers who 
live in sin. The soul enters the way made by time, 
and open both to the wicked and to the righteous. 
At the head of the Kmvai bridge made by Mazda, 
they ask for their spirits and souls the reward for the 
worldly good which they gave away here below.’ 

This Kmvst bridge of which I spoke in a former 
lecture, is known as early as the G^thas (XLVI. 12), 
and it is called there the judgment bridge (p. 133) 
also the bridge of earth (p. 183). In one place (p. 173) 
we read of the bridges, just as in the Upanishads we 
read of two roads, one leading to the Fathers, the 
other leading to the gods. There can be little doubt 
therefore that this bridge of the Avesta has the same 
origin as the bridge in the Upanishads. We read in 
the Khknd. Up.YIII. 4, 2, that ‘day and night do not 
pass this bridge, nor old age, death and grief, neither 
good nor evil deeds; that all evil-doers turn away 
from it, because the world of Brahman is free from 
aH evil. Therefore he who has crossed that bridge, if 
blkd, ceases to be blipd ; if wounded, ceases to be 
wounded ; if afflicted, ceases to be afflicted. There- 
fore when that bridge has been crossed, night be- 
comes day indeed.’ It is true that here this bridge 

^ This shows that rising after the third night, or on the fourth 
daj, was the recognised belief in Persia 5 not on the third day, as 
among the Jews. 

® voL sxxi. 
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18 ali‘eady taken in a more metaphysical sense and 
identified with the Atman, tihe self; which, from a 
Ved^ta point of. view, is called the only fzrue bridge 
between the self and the Self ; still the original con- 
ception of a bridge which separates (vidhriti) and at 
the same time connects this and &e other world, 
which evil-doers fear to cross, ^jnd where all that is of 
evil is left behind, is clearly there. As the cOmmmi- 
tary explains that this bridge is m*de of earth, and as 
in the Avesta also, it is called the bridge of earth, we 
mnst take it as having been conceived originally as 
a bank of earth, a pathway (a pom) across a river 
(iEfeand. Up. VIH. 4, 1, note), rather than a suspended 
bridge over an abyss. 

Bewards and Ptmislimexits affeer IHmth. 

I shall now read you another and fuller account of 
what ihe Zoroastrians have to say about that bridge, 
and about the fate of the soul after death, and more 
particularly about rewards and punishments. This 
account is taken from the Hadholdit Nask^: 

1. Zarathushtra asked Ahuramazda: ‘0 Ahuramazda, 
most beneficent Spirit, Maker of the material world, 
thou Holy One! 

‘When one of the faithful departs this life, where 
does his soul abide on that night ? ’ 

2. Ahuramazda answered: ‘It takes ite seat near ihe 
head, singing (the Ustavaiti GS,tha) and proclaiming 
happiness: “Happy is he, happy the man, whoever 
he -be, to whom Ahuramazda gives the fuU accom- 
plishment of Ms wishes!” On that night his soul 
tastes as much of pleasure as the whole of ths living 
world can taste.* 

‘ Cf. Hang; p. 220 ; Darmesteter, ii. 814. 
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3. ‘ On the second night, where does his soul abide 1 ’ 

4. Ahuramazda answered: ‘It takes its seat near the 
head, singing (the XJstavaiti Glttha) and proclaiming 
happiness : “ Happy is he, happy the man, whoever 
he be, to whom Ahuramazda gives the full accom- 
plishment of his wishes!’* On that night his soul 
tastes as much of pleasure as the whole of the living 
world can taste.’ 

5. ‘ On the third night, where does his soul abide 1 ’ 

6. Ahuramazda answered: ‘It takes its seat near the 
head, singing (the Ustavaiti G4tha) and proclaiming 
happiness: “Happy is he, happy the man, whoever 
he be, to whom Ahuramazda gives the full accom- 
plishment of his wishes!” On that night his soul 
tastes as much of pleasure as the whole of the living 
world can taste.’ 

7. At the end of the third night, when the dawn 
appears, it seems to the soul of the faithful one, as if 
it were brought amidst plants and scents : it seems as 
if a wind were blowing from the region of the south, 
from the regions of the south, a sweet-scented wind, 
sweeter-scented than any other wind in the world. 

8. And it seems to the soul of the faithful one as if 
he were Inhaling that wind with the nostrils, and he 
thinks : ‘ Whence does that wind blow, the sweetest- 
scented wind I ever inhaled with my nostrils ? ’ 

9. Ai^id it seems to him as if his own conscience 
were advancing to him in that wind, in the shape of 
a maiden fair, bright, white-armed, strong, tail-formed, 
h^h-standing, full-breasted, beautiful of body, noble, 
of a glorious seed, of the size of a maid in her fifteenth 
y^, as fair as the fairest thing in the world. 

10. And the soul of the faithful one addressed her. 
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asking: ‘Wliat maid art thou^ who art the fairest 
maid I have ever seen ? ’ 

11. And she, being his own conscience, answers 
him: ‘0 thou youth of good thoughts, good words, 
and good deeds, of good religion, I am thy own con- 
science ! 

‘ Everybody did love thee for that greatness, good- 
ness, fairness, sweet-scentedness, victorious strength, 
and freedom from sorrow, in which thou dost appear 
to me; 

, 12. ‘ And so thou, O youth of good thoughts, good 
words, and good deeds, of good religion ! didst love me 
for that greatness, goodness, fairness, sweet-seented- 
ness, victorious strength, and freedom from sorrow, 
in which I appear to thee. 

13. ‘ When thou wouldst see a man making derision 
and deeds of idolatry, or rejecting (the poor) and 
shutting his door, then thou wouldst sit singing the 
Glithas and worshipping the good waters and Atar, 
the son of Ahuramazda, and rejoicing the faithful 
that would come from near or from afar. 

14. ‘I was lovely and thou madest me still love- 
lier; I was fair and thou madest me stiE fairer ; I was 
desirable and thou madest me stiE more desirable; 
I was sitting in a forward place and thou madest me 
sit in the foremost place, through this good thought, 
through this good speech, through this good deed of 
thine; and so henceforth men -worship me for having 
long sacrificed unto and conversed '^th Ahuramazda. 

15. ‘ The first step that the soul o the faithful man 
made, placed him in the Qood-Tkowjht Paradise ; 

‘ The second step that the soul of the faithful man 
made, placed him .in the Good-Word Paradise. 
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‘ The third step that the soul of the faithful man 
made, placed him in the Qood-Deed Paradise ; 

‘ The fourth step that the soul of the faithful man 
made, placed him in the Endless Lights.’ 

16. Then one of the faithful, who had departed 
before him, asked him, saying : ‘ How didst thou de- 
part this life, thou holy man 1 How didst thou come, 
thou holy man ! from, the abodes fuU of cattle and fuU 
of the widies and enjoyments of love? From the 
material world into tlje world of the spirit? From 
the decaying world mto the undecaying one ? How 
long did thy felidty last ? ’ 

17. And Ahuramazda answered: 'Ask him not 
what thou askest him, who has just gone the dreary 
way, fall of fear and distress, where the body and the 
soul part from one another. 

18. ‘ [Let him eat] of the food brought to him, of the 
oil of Zaramaya: this is the food for the youth of 
good thoughts, of good words, of good deeds, of good 
religion, after he has departed this life; this is the 
food for the holy woman, rich in good thoughts, good 
words, and good deeds, well-principled and obedient 
to her husband, after she has departed this life.’ 

The fate of the soul of the wicked is throughout the 
opposite of what happens to the soul of a righteous 
man. During thr-ee nights it sits near the skull and 
endures as much suffering as the whole of the living 
world can taste. At the end of the third night, when 
the dawn appears, it seems as if it were brought amidst 
snow and stench, and as if a wind were, blowing from 
the North, the foulest-scented of all the winds in the 
world. The wicked soul has to inhale that wind and 
then to pass through the Evil-Thought Hell, the Evil- 
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Word Hell, and the Evil-Deed Hell. The fourth step 
lays the soul in EndleSs Darkness. Then it has to 
eat food of poison and poisonous stench, whether it 
was the soul of a wicked man or of a wicked woman. 

You will have perceived how much of real truth 
there is, hidden beneath all this allegorical language 
of the Avesta. The language is allegorical, but no 
one could have used that language who was not con- 
vinced of its underljdng truth, namely, that the soul 
of the righteous will be rewarded in the next life by 
his own good thoughts, his own good words, and his 
own good deeds. The idea that these good thoughts, 
words, and deeds meet him in the shape of a beautiful 
maiden, whom at first he does not know, till she tells 
him who she is, is peculiar to the Avesta, though some 
faint indications of it may again be discovered in 
the Upanishads. 

Works in tke shape of a Beautiful Maiden. 

For we read in the Kaushitaki-Upanishad, I. 3, that 
when the departed approaches the hall of Brahman he 
is received by beautiful maidens, called Apsaras. But 
what we look for in vain in the Upanishads is the 
ethical character which pervades the whole Avesta. 
It is good thoughts, words, and deeds that are rewarded 
in the next world, not knowledge which, as. we saw, 
carried off the highest reward according to the teaching 
of the Upanishads. The sweet scents also by which 
the departed is greeted in the next world form a 
common element shared by the Upanishads and 
by the Avesta. 

XaJLuonoo on Xoliainmedanijim. 

It would be curious to find out whether this alle- 
gorical conception of the rewards of men in Paradise 
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may have iafiaenced the mind of Mohammed, when 
he promised his warriors that they would be received 
there by beautiful maidens. It would seem a curious 
misapplication of a noble conception. But it is per- 
fectly trde that even in the Avesta the beauty of the 
young maiden who receives the righteous soul, is 
painted in what we should call warm and sensuous 
colours, though there was nothing in her description 
that would seem objectionable to an Oriental mind. 
Such changes have happened in the history of other 
religions also. The most probable historical channel 
between Mohammed and the Avesta would be the 
same again as that through which the idea of the 
bridge Es Sh^t reached Mohammed, namely,' his 
Jewish friends and teachers. 

It is true there is no trace of a belief in Houris among 
the Jews, but Br. Kohut pointed out many years ago, 
in the Zeitschrift dev Deutsclien Morgenl. Gesellschqft, 
xxi. p. 666, that the Kabbis believed and taught that 
when man comes near death, all his acts appear before 
his soul, and that his good works promise to guide 
him to the judgment-seat of God. They hold that 
the souls of the pious are not admitted at once into 
Paradise, but that they have first to render an account 
and to suffer punishment for some defects that still 
cling to them. This lasts for a twelvemonth, when the 
body is supposed to be entirely decayed, so that the 
soul may rise freely and remain in heaven. ‘ The body,’ 
says God, ‘ is taken from the earth, not from heaven, 
but thou, 0 soul, art a citizen of heaven, thou knowest 
its laws and thou alone shalt render an account.’ This 
shows no doubt clear traces of Persian influence, but 
at the same titne an independent treatment of Persian 
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ideas, such as we find them first in the Avesta. At all 
events these Rabbis had advanced far beyond the 
ideas which are found in the Old Testament as to 
the fate of the soul after death. 

There is another curious passage quoted by Dr. 
Kohut from the Talmud (Synhedr. 91b, Midrash, Genes. 
Eabba 169), for which, however, I know no parallel in 
the Avesta. There we are told that at the time of the 
resurrection the soul will justify itself and say; ‘ The 
body alone is guilty, he alone has sinned. I had 
scarcely left it when, pure like a bird, I flew through 
the air.’ But the body will say : ‘ The soul alone was 
guilty, she has driven me to sin. She had scarcely 
left me, when I lay on the ground motionless and 
sinned no more.’ Then God places the soul once more 
into the body and says : ‘ Sed, how you have sinned,| 
now render an account, both of you.’ 

Extract from tSie SSluolEblrea on the WelerMnff of the EeaO. 

In the Minokhired we get a still fuller account than 
in the Avesta of the journey of the soul across the 
bridge. There we read, II. 100 : 

* Thou shouldest not become presumptuous through 
life, for death cometh upon thee at last, ,the dog, the 
bird lacerate the corpse, and the perishable part (sagfi- 
nako) falls to the ground. During three days and nights 
the soul sits at the crown of the head ofthe body. And 
the fourth day, in the light of dawn, (with the) co- 
opei-ation of Srdsh the righteous, VS,i the good, and 
Yihr&m the strong, and with the opposition of Astdvi- 
dM, Yki the bad,’ Frazishtd the demon, and Nizistfi 
the demon, and the evil-designing Aeshm, the evil- 
,doer, the impetuous assailant, it goes up to the awful 
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jKmdvar bridge (here EhxvBi has been corrupted into 
jffindvar), to which every one, righteous and wicked, 
is coming, ikud many opponents have watched there, 
with the desire of evil of Aeshm, the impetuous 
assailant, and Astdvid^, who devours creatures of 
every kind and knows no satiety, and the mediation 
of Mitr6 and Srdsh and Eashnh, and the weighing of 
K.ashnfi, the just, with the balance, of spirits which 
renders no favour on any side, neither for the righteous 
nor yet the wicked, neither for the lords nor ^et the 
monarchs. As much as a hair’s breadth it will not 

I 

turn and has no partiality, and he who is a lord and 
monarch it considers equally in its decision with him 
who is the least of mankind. And when a soul of the 
righteous passes upon the bridge the width of the 
bridge becomes as it were a league, and the righteous 
soul passes over with the co-operation of Srdsh the 
righteous.’ Then follows what we had before, namely, 
his meeting a maiden who is handsomer and better 
than any maiden in the world. And the righteous 
soul speaks thus, ‘ Who mayest thou be, that a maiden 
who is handsomer and better than thou was never 
seen by me in the worldly existence.^ In reply that 
maiden says : ‘ I am no maiden, but I am thy virtuous 
deeds, thou youth who art well thinking, well speaking, 
well doing, and of good religion.’ 

The only new feature in this account is the weighing 
of the soul by Rashnh, the righteous. Of this there 
is no trace in the Upanishads, though we saw that it 
is alluded to in the BiAhmaims (see p. 167). It is an 
idea well known in Egypt, but it is impossible to 
suppose that at that early time there was any com- 
munic«.tion between Egypt and Persia. It is one of 
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those coincidences which can only be accounted for 
by jotir remembering that what was natural in one 
country may have been natural in another also. 

Ararinl of tli# Soul Mforo ahe t&rono of Bolumm imd 

Let us now follow the fate of the soul, after it has 
crossed the Kmv&t bridge. When the ^invai bridge 
has been crossed, the archangel Bahman (Vohu-mano) 
rises from a golden throne, and exclaims : ‘ How hast 
thou come hither to us, O righteous onel from the 
perishable life to the imperishable life." 

The souls of the righteous then proceed joyfully to 
Ahuramazda, to the Ameshaspentas, to the golden 
throne, to paradise (Garo-nem&na), that is the residence 
of Ahuramazda, the Ameshaspentas, and of the other 
righteous ones. 

Thus we see that the journey of the soul from this 
life to a better life ends in the Avesta very much as 
it ended in the XJpanishads. The soul stands before 
the throne of Ahuramazda in the Avesta as it' stands 
before the throne of Brahman in the TJpanishads. 
Only while the XJpanishads say ve^y little about the 
punishments inflicted on the wicked, the, Avesta ex- 
plains that the unrighteous soul is received with scorn 
even by the damned, its future fellow-sufferers, and 
is tormented at the command of Angra mainy u, though 
himself the spirit of evil, with poison and hideous 
viands. 


Common teolcgroimd of Airostii «id Veda. 

If we compare the theories on the soul and its fate 
after death, as we flhd them in the XJpanishads and 
in the Avesta, we see that a general belief in a soul 



204 


LECTDEE VL 


and its life after death is cc^nmon to both, and that 
they likewise agree in believing that the righteous 
soul is led to the throne of God, whether he is called 
Brahman or Ahuramazda. But in several respects 
the account of the soul’s journey seems more simple 
in the Avesta than in the TJpanishads. We saw that 
it agrees more with the notions which we find ex- 
pressed in the Vedic hymns about the departed, it 
insists more on the virtuous character of the soul, 
and distributes rewards and punishments in strict 
accordance with the good thoughts, words, and deeds 
of the departed. It says little or nothing about the 
different stations on the two roads that lead to the 
Fathers or to the gods, but it is more full in the de- 
scription of the bridge and the weighing of the soul. 
The idea that knowledge or faith is better than good 
thoughts, words, and deeds has not yet Idawned on the 
Persian mind, stiU less is there a trace of the belief in 
metempsychosis or the migration of the human soul 
into the bodies of lower animals. 

The common background of the two religions is 
clear enough, though whether what is peculiar to each 
is a remnant of an earlier period or the result of later 
thoughts is more difficult to determine. 

3Pitams, tiLe fathers in tlie Vedai tbe FravasMis In tlL€> 

We saw that in the hymns of the Veda the departed 
were often spoken of as Pitaras, the Fathers, and 
that after receiving for three generations the sriddha 
offering of their descendants, they were raised to 
a rank equal almost to that of the Devas, nay at 
a later time even superior to them. In the place of 
these Pitai’as we find in the Avesta the Fravashis, or 
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in an earlier form the Fravardin. This would corre- 
spond to a Sanskrit word pravartin, which, however, 
does not occur in Sanskrit. Pravartin might mean 
what moves forward or sets in motion, like pra- 
vartaka, a promoter, but it is explained in Zend as 
meaning protector. The Persian name Phraortes is 
probably a Greek corruption of Pravarti. 

It is curious that the name of Pitaras should not 
occur in the A^esta, nor that of Pravartin in the Veda, 
though the two were clearly meant at first for exactly 
the same thing. 

Widex meaning of PxaTaslii. 

The Fravashis, however, are not restricted to the 
departed, though their Fravashis are most frequently 
invoked. Every being, whether living or dead, has 
its Fravashi, its unseen agent, which is joined to the 
body at the time of birth, and leaves it again at the 
time of death. The Fravashis remind us of the Greek 
Daimones and the Eoman Genii. The Fravashis 
belong to the spiritual, the body to the material crea- 
tion. Not only men, but th§ gods also, Ormazd, the 
sacred word, the sky, the water, the plants, aU have 
then* Fravashis. We may call the Fravashi the genius 
of anything. Dr. Haug, however, goes further and 
identifies the Fravashis with the ideas of Plato, which 
is going too far, for the Fravashis are always self- 
conscious, if not personal beings. Thus we read in 
the Fravardin Yasht ^ : 

‘ Ahuramazda spake to Spitama Zarathushtra : To 
thee alone I shall tell the power and strength,-glory, 
usefulness, and happiness of the holy guardian angeb, 


^ Hatig, p. 207. 
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the, strong and victorious, O righteous Spitama Zara- 
thushtra. ! how they come to help me. By means of 
their splendour and glory I uphold the sky, which 
is shining so beautifully and which touches and 
surrounds this earth; it r^embles a bird which is 
ordered by God to stand still thejre; it is high , as 
a tree, wide-stretched, iron-bodied, having its own 
light in the three worlds. Ahuramazda., together 
with Mithra, Eashnu, and Spenta Armaiti, puts on 
a garment decked with stars, and made by God 
in such a ‘way that nobody can see the ends of 
its parts. By means of tiie splendour and glory of 
the Fravashis, I uphold the high strong AnSMta (the 
celestaal water) with bridges, the salutary, who drives 
away the demons, who has the true faith and is to be 
worshipped in the world. .... 

12. ‘ If the strong guardian-angels of the righteous 
should not give me assistance, then cattle and men, 
the two last of the hundred classes of beings, would 
no longer exist for me; then would commence the 
devil’s power, the devil's origin, the whole living 
creation would belong to the devil. 

16. ^By means of their splendour and glory, the 
ingenuous man Zarathushtra, who spoke such good 
words, who was the source of wisdom, who was 
bom before Gotama, had such intercoume with God. 
By means of their splendour and glory, the sun goes 
on his path ; by means of their splendour and glory, 
the moon goes on her path; by means of their 
splendour and glory, the stars go on their path.' 

Thus we see that almost everything that Ahura- 
mazda does is done by him with the assistance of the 
Fravashis, originally the spirits of the departed, after- 



THE ESOHATOLOaT OP THE AVESTA. 207 

wards the spirits of almost everything in nature. But 
that they were originally, Hke the Vedic Pitaras, the 
spirits of the departed, we see from such passages as : 

‘I praise, I invoke, and extol the good, strong, 
beneficent guardian angels of the righteous. We 
praise those who are in the houses, those who are in 
the countries, those who are in the Zoroastrian com- 
munities, those of the present, those of the past, those 
of the future, righteous, all those invoked in countries 
where invocation is practised. 

‘ Who uphold heavein, who uphold water, who up- 
hold earth, who uphold nature, &c. 

‘ We worship the good and beneficent guardian 
angels of the departed, who come to the village in the 
season called HamaspathmaMa. Then they roam 
about there ten nights, wishing to learn what assist- 
ance they might obtain, saying, “ Who will praise us? 
who will worship us? who will adore us? who will 
pray to us? who will satisfy us with milk and clothes 
in his hand and with a prayer for righteousness? 
whom of us win he call here? whose soul is to 
worship you? To whom of us will he give that 
ofiering in order to enjoy imperishable food for ever 
and everl"^ 

Nowhere perhaps can the process by which the 
spirits of the departed were raised to the rank of 
gods be perceived more clearly than in the ease of the 
Peirian Fravashis, but nowhere again is there stronger 
evidence for what I hold against Mr. Herbert Spencer, 
namely that this deification of the departed spirits 
presupposes a belief in gods to whose rank these 
spirits could be raised. 



LECTUEE Vr^ 

ESCEATOLOQT OF PLATO. 

Flftto’s Autboxl^. 

B EFOEE I proceed to explain to you more in 
detail the Ideas of the later Hindu philosophers 
on the fate of the soul after death, it may he useful, 
if only to refresh our memory, to devote one lecture 
to a consideration of the best and highest thoughts 
which the same problem has elicited in Greece. If 
we should find hereafter that there are certain simi- 
larities between the thoughts of Plato and the thoughts 
of the poets and prophets of the XJpanishads and the 
Avesta, such similarities are no doubt interesting, 
and perhaps all the more so because, as I pointed out 
before, we cannot ascribe them either to the com- 
munity of language or to historical tradition. We 
can only account for them by that common human 
nature which seems to frame these ideas by some 
inward necessity, though without any tangible evi- 
dence in support of any of them. You will not be 
surprised if I turn at once to Plato. 

Plato, though called a philosopher only, speaks 
of the fate of the soul after death with authority,' 
with the same authority at least as the authors 
of the TJj«mishads. Bofh Plato, however, and the 
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authors of the Upanishads were far too deeply im- 
pressed with the real truth of their teaching to 
claim for it any adventitious or miraculous sanction. 
Unfortunately tiiiey could not prevent their less inspired 
and l^s convinced followers from ascribing to their 
utterances an inspired, a sacred, nay a miraculous 
character. 

Slato’a acytliologliwl Xautanag*. 

It cannot be denied that the similarity between 
Plato’s language and that of the Upanisha^ is some- 
times very startling. Plato, as you know, likes to 
clothe his views on the soul in mythological phrase- 
ology, just as Hie authors of the Upanishads do, nor" 
can I see what other language was open to them. It 
is an absurd anachronism, if some would-be critics of 
ancient religions and ancient philosophies fasten with 
an air of intellectual superiority on this mythological 
phraseology, and speak contemptuously of the childish 
fables of Plato and other ancient sages as unworthy 
of the serious consideration of our age. Who could 
ever have believed, they say, that a soul could grow 
wings, or lose her wings. Who could have believed 
that there was a bridge between emth and heaven, 
and that a beautiful maiden was standing at the end 
of it to receive the soul of the departed ? Should we 
not rather say. Who can be so obtuse as not to see 
that those who used such language were trying to 
express a deep truth, namely, that the soul would be 
lifted up by noble thoughts and noble deeds, as if by 
wings, and that the highest judge, to judge the 
soul after death would be a man’s own conscience, 
standing before him in all its beauty and innocence, 
like the most beautiful and innocent maiden of fifteen 
f4'! P 
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years. Think only of the intellectual efforts that 
were required before even such parables could have 
been thought of, and then instead of wondering at the 
language in which they were expressed, we shall 
wonder rather that anybody could have misundfif- 
stood them, and have asked to have such simple and 
transparent parables declared. 

The T&le of the Sotil. 

Plato asserts withoj fear of contradiction that the , 
soul is immortal. The XJpanishads hardly assert it, 
because they cannot conceive that doubt is possible 
on that point. ‘Who could say that the soul was 
mortal?’ Mortal mesns decay of a material organic 
body, it clearly has-’ a, sense if applied to the soul. 

‘ I have heard,’ Plato writes, ‘ from men and women 
wise in divine matters a true tale as I think, and a 
noble one. My informants are those priests and 
priestesses whose aim is to be able to render an ac- 
count of the subjects with which they deal. They 
are supported also by Pindar and many other poets — 
by all, I may say, who are truly inspired. Their 
teaching is that the soul of man is immortal ; that it 
comes to an end of one form of existence, which men 
call dying, and then is bom again, but^ never peiishes. 
Since then the so\il is immoriai and has often been 
bom, and has seen the things here on earth and the 
things in Hades ; all things, in short there is nothing 
which it has not learned, so that it is no marvel that 
it should be possible for it to recall what it certainly 
knew before, about virtue and other topics. For since 
all nature is akin, and the soul has learned all things, 

^ Westcott, Mdigmis Thought in the West^ P- 27. See also Anthro- 

‘ \nL(il BeligioHj p. 321. 
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there is no reason why a man who has recalled one 
fact only, which men call learning, should not by his 
own power find out everything else, should he be 
courageous, and not lose heart in the search. For 
seeking and learning is all an art of recollection.' 

The next passage occurs in the Phaedrus, where we 
meet with the myth of the chariot, guided by a 
charioteer, and drawn by two winged steeds, of which 
in the case of man, the one is good, the other bad. 
I must give you some of Plato’s sentences in full, in 
order to be able to compare them afterwards with 
certain passages from the .UpanLshads. 

Tile Clmrioteer and the W 

Plato (Phaedrus 246, transL, p. li-oj says ; ‘ Enough 
of the soul’s immortality, her form is a theme of 
divine and large discourse ; the tongue of man may, 
however, speak of this briefly, as in a figure. Let our 
figure be a composite nature — -a pair of winged horses 
and a charioteer. Now the winged horses and the 
charioteer of the gods are all of them noble, and of 
noble breed, but our horses are mixed ; moreover, our 
charioteer drives them in a pair, and one of them is 
noble and of noble origin, and the other is ignoble 
and of ignoble origin, and the driving, as might be 
expected, is no easy matter with us.’ 

If we turn to the KaiAa-Upanishad III. 3, we read 
there: ‘Know the soul to be sitting in the chariot, 
the body to be the chariot, the intellect (buddhi) the 
charioteer, and the mind the reins. The senses they 
call the horses, the objects pf the senses their roads . . . 
He who has no understanding, and he whose mind 
(the reins) is never firmly held, his senses (horses) are 

Pa 
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umnanageablej like vicious horses of a charioteer. 
But he who has understanding and whose mind is 
always firmly held, his senses are under control, like 
good horses of a charioteer. He who has no under- 
standing, who is unmindful and always impure, never 
reaches the goal, but enters into the round of births 
(samsiira). But he who has understanding, who is 
mindful and always pure, reaches indeed the goal, 
from whence he is not bom again’ (from whence 
there is no return). 

Some people have thought that the dose coincidence 
between the simile used by Plato and by the Upani- 
shad, and the resemblance is certainly very close, 
shows that there must have been some kind of his- 
torical contact even at that early time between the 
religious thought of India and the philosophical 
thought of Greece. We cannot deny the possibility of 
such a view, though we must confess our ignomnce as 
to any definite chaimel through which Indian thought 
could have reached the shores of Greece at that period. 

The Proeeissioa of the Gods. 

Let us now explore Plato’s speculations about the 
soul a little further. There is his splendid description 
of the procession of the gods in heaven, a myth, if you 
like, but a myth full of meaning, as every myth was 
meaul' to be. 

Zeus, v'c read, advances first, driving his winged 
car-, ordering all things and superintending them. A 
host of deities and spirits follow him, marshalled in 
eleven bodies, for Hestia remains alone in the dwell- 
ing of the gods. Many then and blbssed are the 
spectacles and movements within the sphere of heaven 
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whicli the gods go through, each fulfilling his own 
function; and whoever will and can, follows them, for 
envy is u stranger to the divine company. But when 
they afterwaa-ds proceed to a banquet, they advance 
by what is now a steep course along the inner cir- 
cumference of the heavenly vault. The chariots of 
the gods being well balanced and well driven, advance 
easily, others with difficulty; for the vicious horse, 
unless the charioteer has thoroughly broken it, weighs 
down the car by his proclivity towards the earth. 
Whereupon the soul is put to the extremity of toil 
and effort. For the souls of the immortals, when the}’- 
reach the summit, go outside and stand upon the sur- 
face of heaven, and as they stand there, the revolution 
of the. sphere bears them round, and they contemplate 
the objects that are beyond it. That supercelestial 
realm no earthly poet ever yet sung or wiU sing in 
worthy strains. It is occupied by the colourless, 
shapeless, intangible, absolute essence which reason 
alone can contemplate, and which is the one object 
of true knowledge. The di-vine mind, therefore, when 
it sees after an interval that which really is, is 
supremely happy, and gains strength and enjoyment 
by the contemplation of the T'me (Satyam), until the 
circuit of the revolution is completed, in the course of 
which it obtains a dear vision of the absolute (ideal) 
justice, temperance, and knowledge ; and when it has 
thus been feasted by the sight of the essential truth of 
all things, the soul again enters -within the vault of 
heaven and returns home. 

Now here I must again stop for a moment, to point 
out a s^nificant coincidence between Plato and the 
Upanishads. 
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Belief in metempsTchosis in Plato and tlie VpaniSliadti. 

You may remember that the Upanishads represent 
the soul, even after it has reached the abode of the 
Fathers, as liable to return to a new round of exist- 
ences, and how this led in India to a belief in metem- 
psychosis. Now let us see how Plato arrives by the 
same road, yet quite independently, at the same con- 
clusion :• 

‘ This is the life of the gods.’ he «ays, ‘ but of other 
souls that which follows God best and is likest to him 
lifts the head of the charioteer into the outer world 
and is carried round in the revolution, troubled indeed 
by the steeds and with difficulty beholding true being 
(to w=satyam), while another rises and falls, and sees 
and again fails to see, by reason of the unruliness of the 
steeds. The rest of the souls are also longing after 
the upper world, and they all follow ; but not being 
strong enough, they are carried round in the deep 
below, plunging, treading on one another, striving to 
be fii'st, and there is confusion and extremity of effort,' 
and many of them are lamed and have their wings 
broken through the ill driving of the charioteer ; and 
ail of them after a fruitless toil depart, without being 
initiated into the mysteries of the true being (ttjj roS 
ovTos Oias), and departing feed on opinion. The reason 
of their great desire to behold the plain of truth is 
that the food which is suited to the highest part of 
the soul comes out of that meadow ; and the wing on 
which the^ souls soar is nourished with this. And 
there is a law of destiny that the soul which attains 
any vision of truth in company with the god is 

' Phaedrus, p. 248, tianslated by Professor Jowett 
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preserved frora harm until the next period, and if 
attaining, is always unharmed. But when she is ten- 
able to follow, and fails to behold the vision of truth, 
and through some ill hap sinks beneath the double 
load of forgetfulness and vice, and her feathers fall 
from her, and she drops to eaiih, then the law ordains 
that this soul shall at her first birth pass, not into 
any other animal but only into man, and the soul 
which has seen most of truth shall come to the birth 
as a philosopher or artist, or some musical and loving 
nature ; that which has seen truth in the second degi’ee 
shall be a righteous king or lordly warrior ; the soul 
which is of the third class shall be a politieiaii oi 
economist or trader; the fourth shall be a lover of 
gymnastic toils or a physician ; the fifth a prophet or 
hierophant; to the sixth a poet or some other imitative 
artist will be appropriate ; to the seventh the life oi 
an artisan or husbandman; to the eighth that of a 
sophist or demagogue ; to the ninth that of a tyrant , 
all these are states of probation, in which he who 
lives righteously improves, and he who lives un- 
righteously deteriorates his lot.’ 

'Xixe 3fi3i0 Classes of Plato and Mann. 

I have already pointed out in a former lecture the 
curious parallelism between Indian and Greek thought. 
You may remember that Manu also establishes ex- 
actly the same number of classes, namely nine, and 
that we could judge of the estimation in which his 
contemporaries held certain occupations by the; place 
which he assigned to each. Plato places the philoso- 
pher first, the tyrant last; Manu places kings and 
waryiors in the fifth class, and assigns the tliird class 
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to hermits, ascetics, and Bi*ahmans, while he reserves 
the first class to Brahman and other gods. Thus you 
find here also as before a general similarity, but like- 
wise very characteristic difierences. 

Plato then continues: ‘Ten thousand years must 
ela^g|e before the soul can return to the place from 
wh®ace she came, for she cannot grow her win^ in 
less ; only the soul of a philosopher, guileless and true, 
or the soul of a lover, who is not without philosophy, 
may acquire wh^s in the third recurring period of a 
thousand yearn; and if they dioose this life three 
times in succession, then they have their wings given 
them, and go away at the end of three thousand yeara. 
But the others receive judgment, when they have com- 
pleted their first life, and after the judgment they go, 
some of them to the houses of correction which are 
under the earth, and are punished; others to some 
place in heaven, where they are lightly home by 
justice, and then they live in a manner worthy of the 
life which they led here when in the form of men. 
And at the end of the first thousand years the good 
souls and also the evil souls both come to draw lots 
and choose their second life, and they may take any 
which they like.’ 

Here there are not many points of similarity be- 
tween Plato and Manu, except that we see how 
Plato also admits places of punishment and correc- 
tion which we may call Hells, in addition to the 
inevitable chain of cause and effect which determines 
the fate of the soul in its migrations after death. In 
another passage Plato (Phaedo 113} gives a more de- 
tailed account, not quite worthy of a philosopher, of 
these hells and of the punishments inMcted on evU- 



ESCHATOLOOY OF PLATO. 


217 


doeiB. Here souls are supposed to become purified 
and chastened, and when they have suffered their well- 
de^^Yved penalties^ they receive the rewards of their 
go Oilseeds according to their deserts. ‘ Those, however, 
who are considered altogether incorrigible, are hurled 
into Tartarus, and they never come out. Others, after 
suffering in Tartarus .for a year, may escape again if. 
those whom they have injured pardon them. Those 
on the contrary who have been pre-eminent for holiness 
of life are released from this earthly .prison and go to 
their pure home which is above and dwell in the purer 
earth; andthose who have dulypurified themselves with 
philosophy,live henceforth altogether without the body, 
in mansions fairer than these, — which may not be de- 
scribed and of which the time would fail me to teU.’ 

Hnmaii Sonls uigxailiv into Aa£mar Sodiea. 

We now come to what has always been considered 
the most startling coincidence between Plato and the 
philosophers of India, namely, the belief in the migra- 
tion of souls from human into animal bodies., Though 
we have become accustomed to this idea, it cannot be 
denied that its first conceptioi was startling. Several 
explanations have been attempted to account for it. 
It has often been supposed' that a belief in ancestral 
spirits and ghosts haunting their former homes is at 
the bottom of it all. But judging from the first 
mention of this kind of metempsychosis in the TJpa- 
nishads, we saw that it was really based on purely' 
moral grounds. We find the first general allusion to 
it in the Ka^Aa-Upanishad. ^ 

There we read (11. 5) : ‘ Fools dwelling in darkness, 
wise in their o^ conceit and puffed up with vain 
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knowledge, go round and round, staggering to and 
fro, like blind men led by the blind. 

‘ Tbe Hereafter never rises before the eyes of the 
cai'eless child, deluded by the delusion of wealth. 

‘ This is the world, he thinks, there is no other, and 
thus he falls again and again under my sway^ (the 
.sway of death). 

The speaker here is Yama, the ruler of the Fathers, 
afterwards the god of death, and he who punishes 
the wicked m Hell. 

"With Plato also the first idea of metempsychosis or 
the migi-ation of human souls into animal bo^es seems 
to have been suggested by ethical considerations. At 
the end of the first thousand years, he says, the good 
souls and also the evil souls both come to draw lots 
and choose their second life, and they may take any 
which they like The soul of man may pass into the 
life of a beast, or from the beast return again into the 
man. Here it is clearly supposed that a man would 
choose according to his taste and chai’acter, so that his 
next life should correspond to his character, as formed 
in a former life. This becomes stiU clearer when we 
read the story of Er at the end of the Republic. 

Hflie Story of 

You all remember Er^, the sou of Armenius, the 
Pamphylian, who was slain in battle, and ten days 
afterwards when the bodies of the dead were taken 
up ali'eady in a state of corruptiouj his body was 
found unaffected by decay and carried away home to 

^ Phaedrus, p. 249^. 

* For similar stories see Liebveclit in his Kotes to Geiv.%sms 
of Tilbury, p. 89. 
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be burnt. But on the twelfth day, as he was lying 
on the funeral pile, he returned to life and told all he 
had seen in the other world. His soul, he said, left 
the body and he then went on a long journey T^^^ith a 
great company. I cannot read to you the whole of 
this episode — you probably all know it — at aU events 
it is easily accessible, and a short abstract will suffice 
for our purposes. Er relates how he came first of all 
to a mysterious place, where there were two openings 
in the earth, and over against them two openings in 
the heaven. And there were judges sitting between, 
to judge the souls, who sent the good souls up to 
heaven, and the bad down into the earth. And while 
these souls went down into the earth and up to heaven 
by one opening, others came out from the other 
opening descending from heaven or ascending from 
the earth, and they met in a meadow and embraced 
each other, and told the one of the joys of heaven, and 
the others of the sufferings beneath the earth during 
the thousand years they had lived there. After 
tarrying seven days on the meadow the spirits had 
to proceed further. This further journey through the 
spheres of heaven is fully described, till it ends with 
the souls finding themselves in the presence of the 
three Fates, Lachesis, Clotho, and Atropos. But here, 
instead of receiving their lot for a new life as a 
natural consequence of their ifformer deeds, or mis- 
deeds, they are allowed to choose iheir own lot, and 
they choose it naturally according to their experience 
in a former life, and according to the bent of their 
character as formed there. Some men, disgusted with 
mankind, prefer to be born as animal®, as lions or 
eagles, some animals deliarht in trying their luck as 
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men. Odysseus, the wisest of all, despises the lot of 
royalty and wealth, and chooses the quiet life of a 
private person, as the happiest lot on earth. Then 
after passing the desert plain of Forgetfulness, and 
the river of XJnioindfulness, they are caught by an 
earthquake, and driven upwards to their new birth. 
Plato then finishes the vision of the Pamphylian Er 
with the following words : ‘ Wherefore my counsel is 
that we hold for ever to the heavenly way, and follow 
after justice and virtue, always considering that the 
soul is immortal and able to endure every sort of good 
and every sort of evil. Then shall we live dear to 
one another and to the gods, both while remaining 
here and when, like conquerors in the games who go 
round to gather gifts, we receive our reward. And 
it shall be well with us both in this life and in the 
pilgrimage of a thousand years which we have been 
describing.’ 

Coi&oidences and BifTerenees. 

This has justly been called the most magnificent 
myth iu the whole of Plato, a kind of philosophical 
apocalypse which has kept alive a belief in immor- 
tality among the Greeks, and not among the Greeks 
only, but among all who became their pupils. There 
is no doubt a certain similarity in the broad outlines 
of this Platonic myth, illustrating the migration of 
the soul after death, with the passages which we 
quoted before from the Upanishads. The fact that 
Er was a Pamphylian has even been supposed to in- 
dicate an Eastern origin of the Platomc legend, but I 
cannot persuade myself that we should be justified in 
tracing the source of any of Plato’s thoughts to India 
or Persia. The differences between the Indian and 
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the Greek legends seem to me quite as great as their 
coincidences. It may seem strange, no doubt, that 
human fancy should in Greece as well as in India 
have created this myth of the soul leaving the body, 
and migrating to the upper or lower regions to receive 
its reward or its pxmishment ; and more particularly 
its entrance into animal bodies seems very startling, 
when we find it for the first time in Greece as well as 
in India. StiU it is far easier to suppose that the 
same ideas burst forth spontaneously from the same 
springs, the fears and hopes of the human heart, than 
to admit an exchange of ideas between Indian and 
Greek philosophers in historical times. The strongest 
coincidence is that between the nine or three times 
three classes of the soul’s occupations as admitted by 
Manu and by Plato ; and again between the river 
Yigaxki the Ageless, where a man leaves all his good 
and his evil deeds behind him, and the draught of the 
Zaramaya oil by which in the Avesta the soul is 
supposed to become oblivious of all worldly cares and 
concerns before entering paradise; and again the plain 
of Forgetfulness and the river of Unmindfulness 
mentioned by Plato ; or still more the river iiethe or 
forgetfulness in general Greek mythology. Still, even 
this may be a thought that presented itself indepen- 
dently to Greek and Indian thinkers. All who be- 
lieved the soul to be immottal, had to believe likewise 
in the pre-existence of the soul or in its being witoout 
a beginning, and as no soul here on earth has' any 
’recollection of its foimer existences, a river of Lethe 
or forgetfulness, or a river Yi^arS. and the oil of forget- 
fulness, were not quite unnatural expedients to account 
for this. 
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Xxntb tmderlyiugr Xytli. 

No one would go so far as to say, because some of 
these theories are the same in India and in Greece, 
and sprang up independently in both countries, that 
therefore they are inevitable or true. All we have 
any right to say is that they are natural, and that 
there is something underlying them which, if ex- 
pressed in less mythological language, may stand the 
severest test of philosophical examination. 

In order to see this more clearly, in order to satisfy 
ourselves as to what kind of truth the unassisted 
human mind may reach on these subjects, it may be 
useful to examine here the theories of some of the 
so-called savage races. In their case the very possi- 
bility of an historical intercourse with India or Greece 
is excluded. 

Tlie Haidas on t'ho Immortality of tlie Soul. 

I choose for this purpose first of all the Haidas, 

who inhabit the Charlotte Islands and have latelv 

•/ 

been described to us by the Rev. C. Harrison, who is 
thoroughly conversant with their language. 

According to his description the religion of these 
savage Haidas would seem to be very like the religion 
of the ancient Persians. They believe in two prin- 
cipal deities, one the god of light, who is good, the 
other the god of darkness, who is evil. Besides these 
two, there are a number of smaller deities whom the 
Haidas pray to and to whom they offer small sacri- 
fices. They fear these smaller deities, such as the 
god of the sun and of the sea, more than the two 
gi'eat powers of light and darkness, though these two 
are supposed to have created everything, not exclud- 
ing even these smaller deities. 
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lie Haidas believe in the immortality of tbe soul, 
and tbeir ideas about tbe journey of the soul after 
death are nearly as elaborate as those of the Upani- 
shads. Whep a good Haida is about to die, he sees a 
canoe manned by some of his departed friends, who 
come with the tide to bid him welcome to their 
domain. They are supposed to be sent by the god of 
death. The dying man sees them and is rejoiced to 
know that after a period passed within the city of 
death, he will with his friends be welcomed to the 
kingdom of the god of light. His friends call him 
and bid him come. They * / : ‘ Copie with us, come 
into the land of light ; come into the land of great 
things, of wonderful things ; come into the land of 
plenty where hunger is unknown ; come with us and 
rest for evermore. . . . Come with us 'ato our land 
of sunshine and be a great chief attended with 
numerous slaves. Come with us now, the spirits say, 
for the tide is about to ebb and we must depart.’ At 
last the soul of the deceased leaves his body to join 
the company of his former friends, while his body is 
buried with great pomp and splendour. The Haidas 
believe thaf the soul leaves the body immediately 
after death, and is taken possession of either by Chief 
Cloud or Chief Death. The good soul is taken pos- 
session of by Chief Death, and during its sojourn in 
the domain of Death, it is taught many wonderful 
things and becomes initiated into the mysteries of 
heaven (just as the soul of HaHketas was in the 
domain of Yama). At last he becomes the essence of 
the purest light and is able to revisit his friends on 
earth. At the close of tbe twelve months’ probation 
the time of his redemption from the kingdom of 
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Death arrives. As it is impossible that the pure 
essence of light should come into contact with a 
depraved material body, the good Indian assumes 
its appearance only, and then the gates are thrown 
open and his soul which by tiiis time has assumed 
the shape of his earthly body, but clothed in the light 
of the kingdom of light, is discovered to the Chief of 
Light by Chief Death, in whose domains he has been 
taught the customs to be observed in heaven. 

The bad Indian in th^ region of the clouds is tor- 
tured continually. In the first place his soul has to 
witness the chief of that region feasting on his dead 
body until it is entirely consumed. Secondly, he is 
so near to this world that he evinces a longing desire 
to return to his friends and gain their sympathy. 
Thirdly, he has the dread of being conducted to Hell 
(Hetywanlana) ever' before his mind. No idea of 
atonement for his past wicked life is ever permitted, 
since his soul after death is incapable of reformation 
and consequently incapable of salvation. This is 
very different from Plato and the Upanishads, where 
there is always a hope of final salvation. 

Sometimes permission is granted to souls in the 
clouds to revisit the earth. Then they can only be 
seen by the Saaga, the great medicine man, who 
desmb^ them as destitute of all clothing. They are 
looked upon as wicked and treacherous spirits, and 
the medidne man's duty is to prevent them entering 
any of the houses ; and not only so, but as soon as the 
Saaga makes the announcement that a certain soul 
has descended from the clouds, no one will leave their 
homes, because the sight of a wicked soul would cause 
sickneE» and trouble, and his touch death. Some- 
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times it happens that the souls in the domain of 
Death are not made pure and holy within twelve 
months, and yet when their bodies (hed they were 
not wicked enough to be captured by Chief Cloud. 
Then it becomes necessary that the less sanctified 
souls return to earth and become regenerated. Every 
soul not worthy of entering heaven is sent back to 
his friends and reborn at the first opportunity. The 
Saaga enters the house to sec the newiy-bom baby,, 
and his attendant spirits announce to him that in 
that child is the soul of one of their departed 
friends who died during the preceding years. Their 
new life has to be such as will subject them to 
retribution for the misdeeds of their past life (the 
same idea, which we met with in India and in 
Greece), and thus the purgation of souls has to be 
carried on in successive migrations until they are 
suitable to enter the region of eternal light. 

It sometimes happens that some souls are too 
depraved and wicked after twelve months in the 
clouds to be conducted to Hetywanlana; they also 
are sent back to this earth, but they are not allowed 
to re-enter a human body. They are allowed to enter 
the bodies of animals and fish, and compelled to 
undergo great torture. 

We see here how the Haidas arrived at the idea of 
metempsychosis very much by the same road on 
which the Hindus were led to it. It was as a 
punishment that human souls were supposed to enter 
the bodies of certain animals. We likewise meet 
among the Haidas with the idea which we discovered 
in the XJpanishads and in Plato, that certain souls 
are bom again as human beings in order to undergo 
(4) Q 
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a new purgation before they could be allowed to 
enter the region of eternal light. This intermediate 
stage, the simplest conception of a purgatory, for souls 
who are neither good enough for heaven nor bad 
enough for heU, occurs in the later Persian literature 
also. It is there called the place of the Hamistaklln, 
the intermediate place between heaven and hpll, 
reserved for those souls whose good works exactly 
counterbalance their sins, and where they remain in 
a stationary state till the final resurrection^. 

Xlie Folynesiaas ou tae Xuunoxtallty of tho Soul. 

I have chosen the Haidas, the aborigines of the 
North-west coast of America, as a race that could 
not possibly have been touched by one single ray of 
that civilisation which had its seat in Mesopotamia, 
or in Persia, or in Egypt or Greece. Their thoughts 
on the immortality of the soul, and of the fate which 
awaits the soul after death, are clearly of independent 
growth, and if on certain important points they agree 
with the views of the Upanishads,. the Zendavesta, or 
Plato, that agreement, though it does not prove their 
truth, proves at all events what I call their natural- 
ness, their conformity with the hopes and fears of the 
numan heart. 

I shall now take another race, equally beyond the 
reach of Mesopotamian, Persian, Egyptian, and Greek 
thought, and as far removed as possible from the 
inhabitants of North-western America, I mean the 
races inhabiting the Polynesian Islands. I choose 
them because they give us a measure of what amount 
of similarity is possible on religious or philosophical 
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topics -without our having to admit either a common 
historical origin, or an actual borrowing at a later 
time. I choose them for another reason also, namely, 
because they are one of the few races of whom we 
possess Bcholarlike and trustworthy accounts from 
the pen of a missionary who has thoroughly mastered 
the language and thoughts of the people, and who 
has proved himseK free from the prejudices arising 
from theological or scientific partisanship. I mean 
the Eev. "W. Wyatt Gill. Speaking more particularly 
of the islands of the Hervey group, he says : 

‘Each island had some variety of custom in relation 
to the dead. Perhaps the chiefs of Atiu were the 
most outrageous in mourning. I knew one to mourn 
for seven years for an only child, living all that time 
in a hut in the viciaity of the grave, and allowing 
his hair and nails to grow^ and his body to rensain 
tmwashed. This was the wonder of all the islanders. 
La general, ^ mourning ceremonies were over in a 
year.’ 

But what did these islanders think about the life 
to cornel It is seldom that we can get a clear 
account of the ideas of sava^s concerning the fate 
of their departed Mends. 'Many avoid the subject 
altogether, and even those who are ready to com- 
municate their thoughts freely to white men, often 
fail -to be' understood by their questioners. Mr. Gill 
is in this respect a favourable exception, and this is 
what he tells us about the conception of the spkit- 
world, as entertained by his Polynesian Mends • 

‘ Spirit-lamd proper is underneath, where the sun- 
god Ra reposes -vfhen ^ daily task is done.’ This 
reminds us of Ydma, the son of Vivasvat ^the sun), 

Q2 
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"who by the Vedic Indians was believed to dwell in 
the world of the Fathers and to be the ruler of 
the spirits of the departed. This spirit-world ‘is 
variously termed Po (Night), Avaiki, HawaiT, Ha- 
waiki, or home of the ancestors. StiU, aU warrior 
spirits, i.e. those who have died a violent death, are 
said to ascend to their happy homes in the ten 
heavens above. Popularly, death in any form is 
referred to as “going into night,” in contrast with 
day (ao), i.e. life. Above and beneath are numerous 
countries and a variety of inhabitants — invisible to 
mortal eye ; but these are but a facsimile of what 
we see around us now. 

‘The Samoan heaven was designated PvZoUi or 
Purotu, and was supposed to be under the sea.* The 
Mangaian warrior hoped to “ leap into the expanse,” 
“to dance the warrior’s dance in Tairi” (above), “to 
inhabit Speck-land (Po4po§)” in perfect happiness. 
The Earotongan warrior looked forward to a place 
in the house of Tiki, in which are assembled the brave 
of past ages, who spend their time in eating, drinking, 
dancing, or sleeping. The Aitutakian brave went to 
a good land (Iva) under the guardianship of thfe be- 
nevolent Tukaitaua, to chew sugar-cane for ever with 
uneloyed appetite. Tahitians had an elysium named 
“ Mku.” Society Islanders looked forward to “ Eohutu 
noanoa,” i.e. “ sweet-scented Eohutu,” full of fruit and 
flowers. 

‘ At Mangaia the spirits of those who ignobly “ died 
on a pillow”^ wandered about disconsolately over the 
rocks near the margin of the ocean, until the day 
appointed by their leader comes (once a year), when 
* I te uranga piro, i. e. a natoml death. 
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fchey follow the sun-god ]l^ over the ocean and de- 
scend in his train to tie under- world. As a rule, these 
ghosts were well disposed to their own living relatives; 
but often became vindictive if a pet child was ill- 
treated by a step-mother or other relatives, &c. But 
the esoteric teac^g of the priests ran thus : Unhappy ^ 
ghosts travel over the pointed rocks round the island 
until they reach the extreme edge of the difif facing 
the setting sun, when a large wave approaches to the 
base, and at the same moment a gigantic “ 6tta” tree 
{Fagraea hert&riana), covered with fragi-ant blossoms, 
springs up from Avaiki to receive these disconsolate 
human spirits. Even at this last moment, with feet 
almost touching the fatal tree, a friendly voice may 
send the spirit-traveller back to life and health. 
Otherwise, he is mysteriously impelled to climb the 
particular branch reserved for his own tribe, and 
conveniently brought nearest to him. Immediately 
the human soul is safely lodged upon this gigantic 

&UU,” the deceitful tree goes down with its living 
btirden to tne nether-world. Akaanga and his assis- 
tants catch the luckless ghost in a net, half drown it in a 
lake of fresh water, and then usher it into the preseuco 
of dread Miru, mistres.! of ’L =* uatcer-world, 'jcliere ir is 
made to ij’ixk of l er i r.f bowl The drunkcii 
ghost is borne off to the ever-burning oven, cooked, 
and devoured Mira, her sou, and four peerless 
daughters. The refuse Is thrown to her servants, 
Akaangfci and ethers. So that, ai Mangaia, the end of 
the eowaid is annibiiatian, or, at all events, digestion. 

‘At Bi!a‘ot''j3ga the luekle-ss spirit-traveller who had 

^ Because tLey iJie misfortune Ho die on a piliuw/ and 
because ihe^ iiad ty leave their old pleesant haunts and homet 
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no present for Tiki was compelled to stay outside the 
house where the brave of past ages ai-e assembled, in 
rain and darkness for ever, shivering with cold and 
hunger. Another view is, that the grand rendezvous 
of ghosts was on a ridge of rocks :^cing the setting 
sun. One tribe skirted the sea margin until it reached 
the fatal spot. Another (the tribe of Tangiia, on the 
eastern part of Karotonga) traversed the mountain 
range forming the backbone of the island until the 
same point of departure was attained. Members of 
the former tribe clambered on an ancient “ Jma” tree 
(still standing). Should the branch chance to break, 
the ghost is immediately caught in the net of “ Mum.” 
But it sometimes happens that a lively ghost tears 
the meshes and escapes for a while, passing on by a 
resistless inward impulse towards the outer edge of 
the reef, in the hope of traversing the ocean. But in 
a straight line from the shore is a round hollow, where 
Akaanga’s net is concealed. In this the very few 
who escape out of the hands of Mum are caught with- 
out fail. The delighted demons (taae) take the captive 
ghost out of the net, dash his brains out on the sharp 
coral, I and carry him off in triumph to the shades to eat. 

‘For the tribe of Tangiia an iron-wood tree was 
reserved. The ghosts that trod on the green branches 
of this tree came back to life, whilst those who had 
the misfortune to crawl on the dead branches were at 
once caught in the net Mum or Akaanga, brained, 
cooked, and devoured ! 

‘Ghosts of cowards, and those who were impious 
at Aitutaki, were doomed likewise to furnish a feast 
to the inexpressibly ugly Miru^ and her followers. 

^ Miru of MaBgalii and Aitutaki is the Muru of Rarotonga. 
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‘The ancient faith of the Hei-vey Islanders wals 
substantially the sanae. Nor did it materially diffyr 
from that of the Tahitian and Society Islanders, tl^e 
variations being such as we might expect when portions 
of the same great family had been separated from 
each other for ages.’ 

We see in these Polynesian legends a startling 
mixture of coarse and exalted ideas as to the fate of 
the soul after death. 

Mr. Gill says that there is no trace of transmigra- 
tion of human souls in the Eastern Pacific. Yet he 
tells us that the spirits of the dead are fabled to have 
assumed, temporarily, and for a specific purpose, the 
form of an insect, bird, fish, or doud. He adds that 
gods, specially the spirits of deified men, were believed 
permanently to reside in, or to be incai-nate in, sharks, 
sword-fish, &c., eels, the octopus, the yellow and 
black-spotted lizards, several kinds of birds and 
insects. The idea of souls dwelling in animal bodies 
cannot therefore be said to have been unknown to the 
inhabitants of the Polynesian Islands. 

If it is asked, what we gain from a comparison of 
the opinions on the fate of the soul after death as 
entertained not only by highly civilised nations, such 
as the Hindus, the Persians, and the Greeks, but like- 
wise by tribes on a very low level of social life, such 
as the Haidas and Polynesians, my answer is that 
we learn from it, that a belief in a soul and in the 
immortality of the soul is not simply the dream of 
a few philosophical poets or poetical philosophers, but 
the spontaneous outcome of the human mind, when 
brought face to face with the mystery of death. 
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Xlie last result of Pliarslosl S^ligion. 

The last result of what I called Physical Eeligion 
and Anthropological Eeligion is this very belief that 
the human soul will after death enter the realm of 
light, and stand before the throne of God, whatever 
name may have been assigned to him. This seems 
indeed the highest point that has been reached by 
natural religion. But we shall see that one religion 
at least, that of the Vedinta, made a decided step 
beyond. 



LECTUEE VnL 


TEUE IMMORTALITY. 

JadaSsm and Snddmmi. 

I T is strange that the two religions 'in which we 
find nothing or next to nothing about the im- 
mortality of the soul or its approach to the throne 
of God or its life in the realm of light, should be the 
Jewish and the Buddhist, the one pre-eminently mono- 
theistic, the other, in the eyes of the Brahmans, alnciost 
purely atheistic. The Old Testament is almost silent, 
and to be silent on such a subject admits of one 
interpretation only. The Buddhists, however, go even 
beyond this. Whatever the popular superstitions of 
the Buddhists may have been in India' and other 
soontrics. Bn.ddhc himself declared^ in the most 
decided way that it was useless, nay, wrong to ask 
the question what becomes of the departed after 
death. "When questioned on the subject, Buddha de- 
clined to give any answer. From all the other reli- 
gions of the world, nowever, with these two exceptions, 
we receive one and the same answer, nameiv, that 
the highest blessedness of the soul after death consists 
in its approaching the presence of God, possibly in 
Singing praises and offering worslyp fo the Supremo 
Being. 
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Xlie ▼ed&iita Doctrine on Sme Inunortollty. 

There is one religion only which, has made a definite 
advance beyond this point. In other religions we 
meet indeed with occasional longings for something 
beyond this mere assembling round the throne of a 
Supi^eme Being, and singing praises to his name ; nor 
have protests been wanting from very early times 
against the idea of a God sitting on a throne and 
having a right and left hand. But though these 
old anthropomorphic ideas, sanctioned by creeds and 
catechisms, have been rejected again and again, 
nothing has been placed in their stead, and they natu- 
rally rise up anew with every new rising generation. 
In India alone the human mind has soared beyond 
this point, at first by guesses and postulates, such 
as we find in some of the Upanishads, afterwards by 
strict reasoning, such as we find in the Ved^nta-sfitras, 
and still more in the commentary of /S^ahkara. The 
Vedanta, whether we call it a religion or a philosophy, 
has completely broken with the efiete anthropo- 
morphic conception of God and of the soul as ap- 
proaching the throne of God, and has opened vistas 
which were unknown to the greatest thinkers of 
Europe. 

These struggles after a pure coneeptioia of Deity 
began at a very early time. I have often quoted the 
passage where a Vedic poet says — 

‘ That which is one, the poets call by many names, 

They call it Agni, Yama^ Mlltariavan.’ 

(Bv. I. 164, 46.) 

You observe how that which is spoken of as one 
is here, as early as the hymns of the Rig-veda, no 
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longer 4 masculine, no longer personal, in the humaai 
sense of the word ; it has not even a name. 

Texmmmty, m Mmitation of thm Godliead. 

No doubt this step will by many be considered not 
as a step in advance, but as a backward step. We 
often hear it said that an impersonal God is no God 
at aU. And yet, if we use our words wisely, if we do 
not simp^ repeat words, but try to realise their 
meaning, we can easily understand why even those 
ancient seekers after truth declined to ascribe human 
personality to the Deity. People are dpt to forget 
that human personality always implies limitation. 
Hence all the personal gods of ancient mythology 
were limited. Jupiter was not Apollo, Indra was not 
Agni. When people speak of human personality, they 
often include in it every kind of limitation, not only 
age, sex, language, nationality, inherited character, 
knowledge, but also outward appeaa.’anee and facial 
expression. All these qualifications were appliedj to 
the ancient gods, but with the dawn of a higher con- 
ception of the Deity a reaction set in. The earliest 
philosophers of Greece, who were religious even more 
than philosophical teachers, protested, as for instance, 
through the mouth of Xenophanes, against the belief 
that God, if taken as the highest Deity, could be sup- 
posed to be like unto man in body or mind. Even 
at the present day the Bishop of London thought it 
right and necessary to wain a Christian congregation 
against the danger of ascribing personality, in its 
ordinary meaning, to God. ‘There is a sense,’ he 
says \ ‘ in which we cannot ascribe personality to the 
. J Temple, Bampton Ledmes^ p, 57* 
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Unknown Absolute Being; for our personality is 
of necessity compassed with limitations, and &om 
these limitations we find it impossible to separate our 
conception of person. When we speak of God as a 
peraon, we cannot but acknowledge that this person- 
ality far transcends our conceptions. ... If to deny 
persbnality to Him is to assimilate Him to a blind 
and dead rule, we cannot but repudiate such denial 
altogether. If to deny personality to Him is to 
assert His incomprehensibility, we are ready at once 
to acknowledge our weakness and incapacity.’ 

It is strange that people should not see that we must 
learn, with regard to personality, exactly the same lesson 
which we have had to learn with regard to all other 
human qualities, when we attempt to transfer them 
to God. We may say that God is wise and just, holy 
and pitifiil, but He is all this in a sense which passes 
human understan-ling. in the same way, when we 
say that God is personal, we must learn that His 
personaKty must be high above any human person- 
ality, high above our understanding, always supposing 
that we uaderetand what we mean when we speak 
of our own personality. Some people say that the 
Deity must be at least personal ; yes, but at the same 
time the Deity must be at least above ah those limita- 
tions which are inseparable &om human personality. 

We may he fully convinced that God cannot be 
personal in the human sense of the word, and yet 
as soon as we place ourselves in any relation to God, 
we must foe the time being conceive Him as personal. 
We cannot divest ourselves of our human nature. 
We kno%v that the sun does not rise, but we cannot 
help seeing it rise. W ^ know that the sky is not 
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blue, and yet we cannot help seeing it blue. Even the 
Bishop can only tell us how not to think about Godj 
but how to thin k about Him except as personal he does 
not tell us. When we see Xenophanes attempting to 
represent this Supreme Being as <r^aipo«8ijs, or like a 
ball, we see what any attempts of this kind would 
lead to. The same intellectual struggle which we 
can watch in the words of a living Bishop, we can 
follow also in the later utterances of the Vedic poets. 
They found in their ancient faith names of ever so 
many personal gods, but they began to see that these 
were all but imperfect names of that which alone is, 
the Unknown Absolute Being, as Dr. Temple calls it, 
the Ekam sat of the Yedic sages. 

BtTOgglM for Mg'lior conception of tlio liodlioad. 

How then was the Ekam sat, rd kv nal to Sv, to be 
called 1 Many names were attempted. Some Vedic 
sages called it VrknB,, that is breath, which comes 
nearest to the Greek breath or spirit or soul. 

Others confessed their inability to comprehend it 
under any name. That it is, and that it is one, is 
readily admitted. But as to any definite knowledge 
or definite name of it, the Yedic sages declare their 
ignorance quite as readily as any modern agnostic. 
This true agnosticism, this docta ignorantia of medi- 
aeval divines, this consciousness of man’s utter help- 
lessness and inability to arrive at any knowledge of 
God, is most touchingly expressed by some of these 
ancient Vedic poets. 

I shall quote some of tiheir utterances. 

Bv. X. 82, 7. ‘You will not find Him who has 
created these thin^ ; something else stands between 
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you and Him. Enveloped in mist and with faltering 
voices the poets walk along, rejoicing in life.’ 

Ev. 1. 164, 4-6. ‘ Who has seen the First-bom, when 
He who Lad no bones, i. e. no form, bore him that had 
bones. The life, the blood, and the soul of the earth— 
where are they? Who went to asi it to one who knew 
it 1 Simple-minded, not comprehending it in my mind, 
I ask for the hidden places of the gods. . . . I^orant 
I ask the knowing sages, that I, the not-knowing, 
may know, what is the One in the form of the Un- 
born which has settled these six. spaces.’ 

Still stronger is this confession as repeated again 
and again in the Upanishads. 

For instance, £fvet. Up. IV. 19. ‘ No one has grasped 
Him above, or across, or in the middle. There is no 
likeness of TTim whose name is Great Glory.’ 

Or, Mu%cZ. Up. HI. 1, 8. ‘ He is not apprehended by 
the eye, nor by speech, nor by the other senses, not 
by penance or good works.’ 

Ken. Up. I. 3. * Thy, eye does not go thither, nor 
speech, nor mind. We da pot know, we do not under- 
stand, how any one can teach it. It is different from 
the known, it is also above the unknown, thus we 
have heard from those of old who taught us this.’ 

KMnd. Up.. IV. 3, 6. * Mortals see Him not, though 
He d^eUs in many places.’ 

In the Taitt. Up. II. 4, it is said that, words turn 
back from it with the mind, without havthg reached 
it — and in another place, KafA.. Up. Hi 15, it is dis- 
tinctly called nameless, intangible, formless, imperish- 
able. And aga'n, Mu-nd. Up. 1. 1, 6, invisible, and not 
to be grasped. 

These very doubts and perplexities are most touch- 
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ing. I doubt whether we find anything like them any- 
where else. On one point only these ancient seardbers 
after God seem to have no doubt whatever, namely, 
that this Being is one and without a second. We saw 
it when the poet said, ‘ That which is one the poets 
caE it in many ways,’ and in the Upanishads, this 
One without a second becomes a constant name of 
the Supreme Being. Thus the Kat^. Up. V. 12, says : 
‘There is one ruler, the soul within aU things, -who 
makes the one form 'manifold.’ And the jSvetasvatara- 
Up. VI. 11, adds: ‘He is the one God, hidden in aU 
things, aE-pervading, the soul within aU beings, 
watching over aE works, dwelling in all, the witness, 
the perceive^ the only one, free from aE quaEties, He 
is the one ruler of many who (seem to act, but really) 
do not act.’ 

Thq Khkad. Up. VI. 2, 1, says: ‘In the beginning 
there was that only which is, one only, without a 
second ; ’ and the Brih. Ar. Up, IV. 3, 32, adds : ‘ That 
one seer (subject) is an ocean, and without any duality.’ 

Muikf. Up. II. 2, 5. ‘In BQm the heaven, the earth, 
and- the sky are woven, the mind also with aE the 
senses. Know Him alone as the Self, and leave off 
other names. He is the bridge of the Immortal, i. e. 
the bridge by which we reach our own immortaEty.’ 

These are mere gropings, gropings in the dark, no 
doubt ; but even thus, where do we see such gropings 
after God except in India 1 

The human mind, however, cannot long go on with- 
out names, and some of the names given to the One 
Unknowable and Unnameable Being, which we ab^n 
now have to examine, have caused and are still caus- 
insr great difficulty. 
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3ram« for tlie OodlMad, Bxaluiuui. 

One of tta best-known names is Brahman, originally 
a neuter, but used often promiscuously as a masculine 
also. It would be an immense belp if we were certain 
of the etymology of Brahman. Wej should then know, 
what is always most important, its Wt conception, for 
it is clear, and philosophera ought by this time to have 
learnt it, that every word must have meant at first 
that which it means etymologically. Many attempts 
have been made to discover the etymology of Brahman, 
but neither that nor the successive growth of its mean- 
ings can be ascertained with perfect certainty. It has 
been supposed^ that certain passages in the KaiAa- 
Upanishad (II. 13 ; VI. 17) were meant to imply a 
derivation of brahman from the root barh or brih, 
to tear off, as if brahman meant at first what was 
tom off or separated, ahsolutum , ; but there is no other 
evidence for the existence of this line of thought in 
India. Others have derived brahman from the root 
barh or bnh, in the sense of swelling or growing. 
Thus Dr. Haug, in his paper on Brahman und die 
Brahmanen, published in 1871, supposed that brah- 
man must have meant originally what grows, and he 
saw a proof of this in the corresponding Zend word 
Baremmn (Barsom), a bundle of twigs (virgae) used 
by the priests, particularly at thelzeshan sacrifioesL 
He then assigns to brahman the more abstract mean- 
ing of growth and welfare, and what causes growth 
and welfare, namely, sacred songs. In this way he 
holds that brahman came to mean the Veda, iJie holy 
word. Lastly, he assigns to brahman the meaning of 


^ Beiissen, Veddnia, p. 128. 
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force as manifested in nature, and that of tmiveisal 
force, or the Supreme Being, that which, according to 
>Safi.kara, ‘ is eternal, pure, intelligent, free, omnisc’^nt 
and omnipotent.’ 

When by a well-known grammatical process this 
neuter brdhman (nom. brahma) is changed into the 
masculine brahmdn (nom. brahm4), it comes to mean 
a man conversant with Brahman, a membrnr of the 
priestly caste; secondly, a priest charged with the 
special duty of superintending the sacrifice, but like- 
wise the personal creator, the universal force con- 
ceived as a personal god, the same as Prap^pati, and 
in later times one of the Tiimurti, Brahmin, Yish-nu, 
and >Siva. So far Dr. Haug. 

Dr. Muir, in his Sanskrit Texts, i. p. 240, starts 
from brdhman in the sense of prayer, hymn, while he 
takes the derivative masculine brahmin as meaning 
one who prays, a poet or sage, then a priest in 
general, and lastly a priest charged with special 
duties. 

Professor Both also takes the original sense of 
Brahman to have been prayer, not, however, praise 
or thanksgiving, but that kind of invocatifin which, 
with the force of will directed to the god, desires to 
draw him to the worshipper, and to obtain sijtisfaction 
from him. 

I must confess that the hymns of the Yeda, as we 
now read them, ate hardly so full of fervent devotion 
that they could well be called outbursts. And there 
always remains the question why the creative force 
of the universe should have been called by the same 
name. It seems to me that the ide^ of creative force 
or propelling power might well have been expressed by 
' (4) E 
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Brdhman, ss derived from a root barh^, to break 
forth, or to drive forth ; but the other brahman, before 
it came to mean hymn or prayer, seems to have had 
the more general meaning of speech or -word. There 
are indeed a few indications left to show that the 
root bar h had the meaning of uttering or speaking. 
Bnhas-pati, who is also called Brahmanas-pati, is 
often explained as VH&as-pati, the lord of speech, so 
that brih seems to have been a synonym of vM:. 
But what is still more important is that the Latin 
verhvm, as I pointed out many years ago, can be 
traced back letter by letter to the same root. Nay, 
if we accept vridh as a parallel form of vrih, the 
English word also can claim the same origin. It 
would seem therefore that brahman meant originally 
utterance, word, and then only hymn, and the sacred 
word, the Teda, while when it is used in the sense 
of -creative force, it would have been conceived 
originally as that which utters or throws forth or 
manifests. Tempting as it is, we can hardly suppose 
that the ancient framers of the Sanskrit language 
had any suspicion of the identity of the Logos pro- 
pliorihds and endidthetos of the Stoics, or of the world 
as word or thought, the Logos of the Creator. But 
that they had some recollection of brahman having 
originally meant word, can be proved by several pas- 
sages from the Veda. I do not attach any importance 
to such passages as Bnh. Ar. IV. 1, 2, v% vai Brah- 
ma, speech is Brahma, for Brahman is here in the 
same way identified with prS-wa, breath, man as mind, 
4ditya, sun, and many other things. But when we 

* Braluna is sometimes combined with bnhat, growing o^ great, 
see Svet. Up, III. 7. 
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read, Ev. I, 164, 35, Erabm4' aySm YhJcik paramdm 
vydma, wbat can be the meaning of Brahma masc. 
being called here the highest heaven, or, it may be^ 
the highest woof, of speech, if there had not been 
some connection between brdhman and v^S;? There 
is another important passage in a hymn addressed to 
Brihaspati, the lord of speech, where we read, X. 
71, ] ; ‘ O Brihaspati (lord of brih or speech), when 
men, giving names, sent forth the fc'sfc beginning of 
speech, then whatever -was best and faultless in 
them, hidden within them, became manifested through 
desire/ I believe therefore that the word brahman 
bad a double history, one beginning with brahman, 
as neuter, to ovto>s Sy, the propelling force of the 
universe, and leading on to Brahman, masc., as the 
creator of the world, who causes all things to burst 
forth, later one of the Hindu Triad or Trimhrti, con- 
sisting of Brahman, jSiva, and Vishnu; the other 
beginning with br4h-man, word or utterance, and 
gradually restricted to brahman, hymn of praise, ac- 
companied by sacrificial offerings, and then, with 
change of gender and accent, brahm.dn, he who utters, 
prays, and sacrifices, a member of the priestly caste. 

Brahman, even when used as a neuter, is often 
foilowe<i by masculine forms. And there are many 
passages, where it must remain doubtful whether 
Brahman was conceived as an impersonal- force, or 
as a personal being, nay, as both at the same time. 
Thus we read, Taitt. Up. III. 1, 1 : ‘ That &om whence 
these beings are bom, that by which when born they 
live, that into which they enter at their death, try to 
know that, that is Brahman.* 

In the Atharva-veda X. 2, 25, we read : ^ By whom 
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was this earth ordered^ by whom was the upper sky 
created ? By whom was this uplifted ? ’ &c. 

The answer is : ‘ By Brahma was this earth ordered,’ 
&c. 

Sometimes Brahman is identified with Pr^m, breath, 
as in Brih. Ar. Up. III. (s), 9, 9 • ‘He asked, who is 
the one God? Ya^«avalkya replied : Breath or spirit, 
and he is Bx'ahman ’ 

Sometimes again it is said that Prslwa, spirit, arose 
from Brahman, as when we read, 'MxLnd. T^^p. II. 1, 8 : 
‘ Brahman swells by means of heat ; hence is produced 
food (or matter), from food breath (prA,«.a), mind,’ &e. 

However, this Brahman is only one out of many 
names, each representing an attempt to arrive at the 
concept of a Supreme Being, free, as much as possible, 
from aU mythological elements, free from purely 
human quahties, free also from sex or gender. 

Furuslia. 

Another of these names is Pur us ha, which means 
originally man or person. Thus we read, MuncZ. Up. 
IT. 1, 1-3 : ‘ As from a blazing fire sparks, being like 
fire, fly forth a thousandfold, thus are various beings 
Drought forth from the Imperishable, and return 
thither also. That heavenly Person (Purusha) is with- 
out body, he is both within and without, not pro- 
duced, without breath and without mind, higher than 
the high, imperishable. Prom him is born breath, 
(spirit), mind, and all organs of sense, ether, air, light, 
water, and the earth, the support of all’ 

Nothing' in fact is, to my mind, more interesting 
than to watch these repeated attempts at arriving 
at higher ajnd higher, purer a^id purer, concepts of 
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deity. These so-called heathens knew as well as we 
dOj that their ancient names were imperfect and un- 
worthy of the deity, and though every new attempt 
proved but a new failure, yet the very attempts ai*e 
creditable, and if we consider the time and the cir- 
cumstances under which these struggles took place, 
there can hardly be a sight in the whole history of the 
human mind more strongly appealing to our sympathy, 
and more truly deserving of our most careful study. 
Some people may say, that all this lies behind us, but 
for that very reason that it lies behind us, it ought to 
make us look behind us ; that is to say, it ought to make 
us true historians, for after all, history is looking back, 
and while looking back on the past of the human race, 
reading in it our own history. Every one of us has 
had to pass through that very phase of thought through 
which the ancient Rishis passed when the early names 
and concepts of God were perceived to be too narrow, 
too human, too mythological. 

Pr4na, Spirit. 

As we had to learn, and have still to learn, that 
God is a spirit, the Vedic Indians also spoke of the 
highest deity as Pr^na, here no longer used in the 
sense of breath, but of spirit, as for instance, in a 
hymn of the Atharva-veda, XI. 4, addressed to Prina, 
where we read : ‘ Prl,?ra is the Lord of all that does 
and does not breathe . . . Do not turn away from me, 
0 Pr^n.a, thou art no other than I.’ 

Let us translate Pr&na by Spirit or Divine Spirit, 
and this would read : ‘ The Divine Spirit is Lord of 
aU . . . O Divine Spirit, do not turn away from me ; 
thou art no other than I.’ 
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Again, we read in the Prasna-Up. IL 13 ; ' All this 
is in the power of Friv&, whatever exists in the three 
heavens. Protect us as a mother protects her sons, 
and git?e us happiness and wisdom.’ 

In the Kaush. Up. III. 8 we find a still more im- 
portant statement : ‘ He, the Pr^m, the Spirit, is the 
keeper of the world, he is the king of the world, he is 
the lord of the universe, he is my self, thus let it 
be known.’ In our own language this would mean : 
The Divine Spirit rules the world, and in Him we 
live and move and have our being. 

As to Purusha, though it generally means man, 
yet, when applied to the highest Deity, we can only 
translate it by Person, freed from all that is purely 
human, although occasionally endowed with attri- 
butes which belong properly to human beings only. 
There is this constant conflict going on in the minds 
of the Brahmans which is going on in our own minds 
also. They want to exclude all that is limited and 
conditional, ail that is human and personal, from their 
concept of deity, and yet their language will not 
submit, and the masculine god constantly prevails 
over the neuter. 

Purusha, we are told in a famous hymn of the 
Rig-veda, X, 90, has a thousand heads, a thousand, 
eyes, and a thousand feet. This is clearly metaphori- 
cal and mythological. But immediately afterwards 
the poet s.‘ ’s : ‘ Purusha is all this, what has been and 
what will bt 

Then follows a curious passage, m which the crea- 
tion of the world is represented as a sacrifice of this 
Purusha, in which from his mird arose the moon, 
from his eye the sun, from his mouth Indra, Again, 
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from Ms breath ViLyu, the wind. In the same hymn 
occurs the earliest reference to the four castes, when 
we are told that the Br^hmana was his mouth, his 
arms became the E^pranya, the warrior caste, his legs 
the Vaisya, while the /Shdra was produced from his feet. 

Otlier 2rame» of the Supreme Beiugr, Shamhlm. 

There are many more names of a similar kind. 
Skambha, literally the support, becomes a name of 
the Supreme Being. Thus we read in the Atharva- 
veda: ‘Skambha is all that is animated, whatever 
breathes and whatever shuts the eves.’ 

In the Eig-veda Skambha is mentioned as the 
support of the sky In the Atharva-veda X. 7, 7, 
Skambha is celebrated as su pi erne. Eragapati, it is 
said, rested on Skambha, when he made the worlds 
firm. The thirty-three gods are supposed to form the 
limbs of his body (27 ), the whole world rests on him, 
he has established heaven and earth, and he pervades 
the universe (35). Darkness is separated from him, 
he is removed from all evil (40). 

In these and many other different ways the Indian 
mind tried to free itself more and more from the 
earlier imagery of Physical Eeligion, and it reached in 
Brahman, in Puru.sha, in Pr,..?''?,, in Skambha th-* 
abstiact phase of tbougld ’hat cun find expro-^iJon in 
any human language. 

These words are, in fact, far more abstract, and less 
personal than other names which likewise occur in 
the Yeda. and which we snould, perhaps, feel more 
readily inclined 1 tolerate in our own religious 
language, such as, for instance, Prag^pati, lord of 
creatures, Visvakorman. the maker of all things, 
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SvayambhAj the self-existing, names which satisfied 
the Vedie thinkers for a time, but for a time only, till 
they were all replaced by Brahman, as a neuter, as 
that which is the cause of all things, the Infinite and 
Divine, in its widest and highest sense. 

Hames for the Soul. 

But while this process of divesting the Divine of 
all its imperfect attributes was going on, there was 
another even more important process which we can 
likewise watch in the language of the Veda, and 
which has for its object the Soul, or the Infinite in 
man. 

After asking what constituted the true essence of 
Divinity, the early thinkers began to ask themselves 
what constituted the true essence of Humanity. 

Aham, Sgo. 

Language at fitrst supplied the name of Ego, the 
Sanskrit aham. This was probably in its origin no 
more than a demonstrative pronoun, meaning like the 
Greek ode, this man there, without committing the 
speaker to anything more. Man said I am I, as he 
had made the Godhead say, I am I. But it was 
soon perceived that what was meant, by this I, in- 
cluded many mere accidents, was in fact the result of 
external circumstances, was dependent on the body^ 
on life, on age, on sex, on experience, on character, 
and knowledge, and signified not a simple, but a most 
composite being. 

Atman. 

Sometimes what constituted man, was called by the 
same name as the Deity, prS,«.a, spirit, or asu, vital 
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breath, also griva, the living soul, and manas, the 
mind. Still aU these names expressed different sides of 
the Ego only, and none of them satisfied the Indian 
thinkers for any length of time. They were search- 
ing for something behind all this, and they tried to 
grasp it by a new name, by the name of Atman. 
This Atman is again very difficult to explain etymo- 
logically. It is supposed to have meant originally 
breath, then soul, then self, as a substantive, till like 
ipse or avros it became the recognised refiexive 
pronoun. Many scholars identify this Mmfin with 
the A. S. sedm, the O.H.G. Mum. Athem or Odem in 
modem German, but both the radical and the deriva- 
tive portions of the word are by no means satisfac- 
torily made out. 

• When ^tman is used as the name of the true 
essence of man, it is difficult to say whether it was 
taken over in its meaning of breath, or whether it had 
already become the pronoun self, and was taken over 
in that sense, to take the place of Ah am, Ego, I. It 
is generally translated by soul, and in many places 
this is no doubt the right translation. Only soul 
itself has so many meanings on account of its many 
attributes, and several of them are so inapplicable 
to Atman, that I prefer to translate atman by Self, 
that is the true essence of man, free, as yet, from all 
attributes. 

Atman represents in fact on the side of subjective 
humanity what Brahman represents on the side of 
objective Divinity ; it was the most abstract name for 
what I call the infinite or the divine in man. 

Of course there have been philosophers in ancient 
times, and there are philosophers even now who deny 
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that there is something divine in man, as they deny 
that there is something divine in nature. By divine in 
man I mean as yet no more than the non-phenomenal 
agent on whom the phenomenal attributes of feeling, 
thinking, and willing depend. To the Hindu philo- 
sophers this agent was self-evident (svayam-prak^sa), 
and this may still be called the common- sense view 
of the matter. But even the most critical philosophers 
who deny the reality of anything that does not come 
into immediate contact with the senses, will have to 
admit that the phenomena of feeling, thinking, and 
willing are conditioned on somethiug, and that that 
something must be as real at least as the phenomena 
which are conditioned by it. 

This Self, however, was not discovered in a day. 
We see in the Upanishads many attempts to discover 
and grasp it. I shall give you at least one extract, a 
kind of allegory representing the search after the 
true Self in man. It is a valuable fragment of the 
most primitive psychology, and as such deserves to 
be quoted in full. 

niaJoj^e f£om the 

It is a dialogue in the jST/i^ndogya-IJpanishad, VIII. 
7, that is supposed to have taken place between 
Pragf^pati, the lord of creation, and Ifidra, as repre- 
senting the Devas, the bright gods, and Yiroj^ana, 
representing the Asuras, who are here mentioned in 
their later character already, namely, as the opponents 
of the Devas. 

Prag'^pati is said to have uttered the following 
sentence ; ‘ The Self (Atman) free from sin, free from 
age, from death and grief, from hunger and thirst, 
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wMcIi desires notidng but what it ought to de- 
sire, and imagines nothing but what it ought to 
imagine, that is what we must search out, that is 
what we must try to understand. He who has 
searched out that Self and understands it, obtains all 
woi'lds and desires ’ — that is, final beatitude. 

The Devas (the gods) and the A suras (the demons) 
both heard these words, and said : ‘ Well, let us search 
for that Self by which, if one has searched it out, all 
worlds and all desires are obtained.’ 

Thus saying, Indja went from the Devas, Viro^ana 
from the Asuras, and both, without having communi- 
cated with each other, approached Pragr^pati, holding 
fuel in their hands, as is the custom with pupils 
approaching their master. 

They dwelt there as pupils for thirty-two years. 
(This refliects the early life in, India, when pupils had 
to serve their masters for many years, almost as 
menial servants, in order to induce them to com-- 
municate their knowledge.) 

After Indra and Yirohana had dwelt with Pra^S,- 
pati for thirty-two years, Pra.5fapati at last turned to 
them to ask : 

‘For what purpose have you both been dwelling 
here?"’ 

.They replied that they had heard the saying of 
Prap^pati, and that they had both dwelt near him, 
because they wished to know the Self, 

Pragrapati, however, b'ke many of the ancient sages, 
does not show himself inclined to part with his know- 
ledge at once. He gives them several answers which, 
though not exactly wrong, are equivocal and open to 
a wrong interpretation. 
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He says first of all: ‘ The person (puru sha) that is seen 
in the eye, that is the Self. This is what I have said. 
This is the immortalj the fearless, this is Brahman.’ 

If his pupils had understood this as meant for the 
person that sees through the eye, or out of the eye, 
they would have received a right though indirect idea 
of the Self. But when they thought that the reflec- 
tion of man in the eye of another person was meant, 
they were wrong. .Amd they evidently took it in the 
latter sense, for they asked : ‘ Sir, he who i^ perceived 
in the water, and he who is perceived in a mirror, who 
is he?’ 

He replied ; ‘ He, the Self himself indeed is seen in 
all these.’ 

‘ Look at yourself in a pan of water, and whatever 
you do not understand of yourself, come and tell me.’ 

They looked in the water-pan. Then Prag^pati said 
to them : 

‘ What do you see ? ’ 

They said : ‘ We both see the Self thus altogether, a 
picture even to the very hairs and nails.’’ 

Prag^pati said to them : ‘ After you have adorned 
yourselves, have put on your best clothes and cleansed 
yourselves, look again into the water-pan.’ 

They, after having adojued themselves, having put 
on their best clothes and cleansed themselves, looked 
into the water-pan. 

PragfS,pati said: ‘What do you see?’ 

They said: ‘Just as we are, well adorned, with our 
best (^lothes and clean, thus we are both there. Sir, 
well adorned, with our best clothes and clean.’ 

Pragfsipati said : ‘ That is the Self, this is the im- 
mortal, the fearless, this is Brahman.’ 
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They both went away, satisfied in their hearts. 

And Prag'^pati, looking after them, said: ‘They 
both go away without having perceived and without 
having known the Self, and whoever of these two, 
whether Devas or Asuras, will follow this doctrine 
(upanishad) will perish.’ 

Now Viro/cana, satisfied in his heart, went to the 
Asuras and preached that doctrine to them, that the 
Self alone is to be worshipped, that the Self alone is 
to be served, and that he who worships the Self and 
serves the Self, gains botii worlds, this and the next. 

Therefore they call even now a man who does not 
give alms here, who has no faith, and offers no sacri- 
fices, an Asura, for this is the doctrine of the Asuras. 
They deck out the body of the dead with perfumes, 
flowers, and fine raiment, by way of ornament, and 
think they will thus conquer the world. 

But Indra, before he had returned to the Devas, saw 
this difiiculty. As this Self (the shadow in the water) 
is well adorned, when the body is well adorned, well 
dressed when the body is well dressed, weU cleaned 
when the body is well cleaned, that Self will also be 
blind if the body is blind, lame if the body is lame, 
crippled if the body is crippled, and perish in fact as 
soon as the body perishes. Therefore I see no good 
in this doctrine. 

Taking fuel in his hand he came again as a pupil to 
Prap^pati. Prapapati said to him : ‘ Maghavat, as 
you went away with Vu-o^:ana, satisfied in your heart, 
for what purpose did you come back ?’ 

He said: ‘Sir, as this Self is well adorned when 
the body is well adorned, well dressed when the bodyj 
is well dressed, well cleaned when the body is well, ; 
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deaned, that Self will also be blind if the body is 
blind, lame if the body is lame, crippled if the body 
is cripple'd, and perish in fact as soon as the body 
perishes. Therefore I see no good in this doctrine.’ 

‘ So it is indeed, Maghavat/ replied Prag!S,pati, ‘ but 
I shall explain him (fche true S^lf) further to you. 
live with me another thirty-two years.’ He lived 
with him another thirty-two years, and then Pragf4- 
pati said: 

‘ He who moves about happy in dreams, he is the 
Self, this is the immortal, the fearless, this is Brah- 
man.’ 

Then Indra went away satisfied in his heart. But 
before he had returned to the Devas, he saw this 
difficulty. ‘ Although it is true that that Self is not 
blind, even if the body is blind, nor lame if the body 
is lame, though it is true that that Self is not rendered 
faulty by the faults of it (the body), nor struck when 
it (the body) is struck, nor lamed when it is lamed, 
yet it is os i/ they struck him (the Self) in dreams, 
05 if they chased him. He becomes even con- 
scious, as it were, of pain and sheds tears (in his 
dreams). Therefore I see no good in this.’ 

Taking fuel in his hands, he went again as a pupil 
to Pra^^pati. Prap^pati said to him : ? Maghavat, as 
you went away satisfied in your heai-t, for what pur- 
pose did you come back ?’ 

He said : ‘ Sir, although it is true that that Self 
is not blind even if the body is blind, nor lame if the 
body is lame, though it is true that that Self is not 
rendered faulty by the faults of the body, nor struck- 
when it (the body) is struck, nor lamed when it is 
lamed, yet it is os they struck him (the Self) in 
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dreams, as if they chased him. He becomes even 
conscious, as it were, of pain and sheds tears. There- 
fore I see no good in this.’ 

‘ So it is indeed, Maghavat,’ replied Pra^r^pati, ‘ but 
I shall explain him (the true Self) further to you. 
Live mth me another thirty-two years.’ He lived 
with him another thirty-two years. Then Pra^S-pati 
said: ‘When a man, being asleep, reposing, and at 
perfect rest, sees no dreams, that is the Self, this is 
the immortal, the fearless, this is Brahman.’ 

Then Indi-a went away satisfied in his heart. But 
before he had returied to the Devas he saw this diffi- 
culty. ‘ In truth he thus does not know himself (his 
Self) that he is I, nor does he know anything that 
exists. He is gone to utter annihilation. I see no 
good in this.’ 

Taking fuel in his hand, he went once more as a 
pupil to Pra^^pati. Prapltpati said to him : ‘ Magha- 
vat, as you went away satisfied in your heart, for; 
what purpose did you come back?’ 

He said ; ‘ Sir, in that way he does not know him- 
self that he is I, nor does he know anything that 
exists. He is gone to utter annihilation. I see no 
good in this.’ 

‘ So it is indeed, Maghavat,’ replied Pragr^pati, ‘ but 
I shall explain him (the true Self) further to you, and 
nothing more than this. live here other five years.’ 

He lived there other five years. This made in all 
one hundred and one years, and therefore it is said 
that Indra Maghavat lived one hundred and one yeara 
as a pupil with Prap^pati. 

Prag'S.pati said to him: ‘Maghavat, this body is 
mortal and always held by death. It is the abode of 
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that Self -which is immortal and without body. When 
in the body (by thinking this body is I and I am this 
body), the Self is held by pleasure and pain. So long 
as he is in the body, he cannot get free from pleasure 
and pain. But when he is free of the jsody (when he 
knows himself different from the body) then neither 
pleasure nor pain touches him. The wind is -without 
body, the cloud, lightning, and thunder are without 
body (without hands, feet, &c.). Now as these, 
arising from this heavenly ether (space), appear in 
their own form, as soon as they have approached the 
highest light, thus does that serene being, arising 
from this body, appear in its own form, as soon as it 
has approached the highest light (the knowledge of 
Self). He (in that state) is the highest person (uttama 
phrusha). He moves about there laughing (or eat- 
ing), playing, and rejoicing (in his mind), be it -with 
women, carriages, or relatives, never minding that 
body into which he was bom. 

‘like a horse attached to a cart, so is the spirit 
(pr^Tia, prag'i&tman) attached to this body, 

‘Now where the sight has entered into the void (the 
open space, the black pupil of the eye) there is the 
person of the eye, the eye itself is but the instrument 
of seeing. He who knows, let me smell this, he is the 
Self, the nose is but the instrument of smelling. He 
who kno-ws, let me say this^ he is the Self, the tongue 
is but the instrument of saying. He who knows, let 
me hear this, he is the Self, the ear is but the instru- 
ment of hearing. 

‘ He who knows, let me think this, he is the Self, 
the mind is but the divine eye. fie, the Self, seeing 
these pleasures (which to others kre hidden like a 
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buried treasure of gold) through his divine eye, i. e. 
through the mind, — ^rejoices. 

‘ The Devas who are in the world of Brahman medi- 
tate on that Self (as taught by Pra^Apati to Indra, 
and by Indra to the Devas). Therefoi'e all worlds be- 
long to them, and all desires. He who knows that Self 
and understands it, obtains all worlds and all desires.’ 
Thus said Prap^pati, yea, thus said Pra^apati. 

This is a kind of psychological legend which in 
spite of certain expressions that strike us as strange, 
perhaps as unintelligible, it would be difficult to 
match in any ancient literature. Are there many 
people even now, after more than two thousand years 
have elapsed, that trouble themselves about these 
questions'? If a man goes so far as to speak about 
his Ego, he begins to consider himself something of a 
philosopher. But it enters into the mind of very few 
thinkers, and even of philosophers by profession, to 
ask what this Ego is, what it can be and what it can- 
not bo, what lies behind it, what is its real substance. 
Language supplies them with the name of soul ready 
made. ‘I have a soul,’ they saj’-, but who or what 
it is that has a soul, and whence that soul oriain- 
ates. does not trouble them much. They may speak 
of I and of I myselj, but who and what that self 
is which they'' call my self, and who the my is to 
whom that self belongs, is but seldom asked. No 
Hindu philosopher would say, I have an Atman or 
a soul. And here we find these ancient thinkers in 
India, clearly perceiving the question that has to be 
asked, and answering it too better than it has ever 
been answered. It may be said we all know that our 
garments have nothing to do with our self, and that 
(i) s 
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not pMIosopliers only, but people at large, have learnt 
even in the nursery that their body is but a garment 
and has nothing to do with their soul. But there are 
garments and garments. A man may say that he is 
the same when he is eighty years old and when he 
was weeks old, that his body has changed, but 
not his self. Sex too is but one of many garments 
which we wear in this life. Now a Ted4ntist might 
ask, if a man were bom again as a woman, would his 
self be still the same, would he be the self-same 
person 1 Other such garments are language, nation- 
ality, religion. A VedSntist might ask, supposing 
that a man in the next life were denuded of all these 
coverings, would he still be the self-same person? 
We may imagine that we have an answer ready for 
all these questions, or that they deserve no answer at 
all from wise people such as we are, and yet when we 
ask ourselves the simple question how we hope to 
meet the souls of those who have been dear to us in 
this life, we shall find that our ideas of a soul have to 
be divested of many garments, have to be purified 
quitfe as much as the ideas of the questioners in the 
ancient Upanishad. Old as these questioners are, 
distant as they are from us, strange as their language 
may sound to us, they may still become to us at least 
Fiiends in Council. 

That the legend which I translated for you from 
the Upanishads is an old legend, or that something 
like it existed before the chapter in our Upanishad 
was composed, we may conclude frcgn the passage 
where it said : ‘ Therefore it is said,’ or more literally, 
that is what they say, ‘ Maghavat lived one hundred 
and one years as a pupil of PrapS-pati.’ On the other 
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hand, the legend cannot be ascribed to the earliest 
Vedic literature, for in the hymns Indra is a supreme 
god who would scorn the idea of becoming the pupil 
of Pra^^pati. This Prap^pati, i.e. the lord of crea- 
tures, or of all created thin^, is himself, as we saw, 
a later deity, a personification of the creative force, a 
name of the supreme, yet of a pei-sonal and more or 
less mythological deity. 

But whatever the origin of this legend may have 
been, we have it here in one of the old and 
recognised Upanishads, and can hardly place it 
later than the time of Plato and his pupils. I call 
it a psychological legend, because it seems to have 
preserved to us some of the earliest attempts of 
Indian thought to conceive and to name what we 
without much reflection call by the inherited name of 
sovZ. You may remember that certain anthropolo- 
gists hold the opinion that the first conception of soul 
had everywhere, and more particularly among savage 
races, been that of a shadow, nay that some savages 
believed even now that the shadow was the soul of a 
living man, and that therefore a corpse threw no 
shadow. I wonder that anthropologists have never 
quoted our Dialogue in support of their opinion ; only 
that in this case it is held not by uncivilised, but by 
a highly civilised race, and is held by it, only in order 
to be refuted. 

The next opinion also that the soul is that which in 
sleep, and as it were, without the body, sees visions in 
dreams, might be quoted in support of another opinion, 
often put forward by an..hropologists, that the first 
idea of a soul, as without the body, arose from dreams, 
and that even now certain savage races believe that 
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in a dream the soul leaves the body and travels about 
by itself. This may be so in isolated cases ; we saw, 
however, that the real origin of the name and concept 
of soul was far more rational, that people took breath, 
the tangible sign of the agent within, as the name of 
the soul, divesting it in time of all that was incom- 
patible with an invisible agent. But however that 
may be, anthropologists may possibly begin to see 
that the Veda also contains remnants of ancient thought, 
though it likewise supplies a warning against too rapid 
generalisation and against seeing in the Veda a com- 
plete picture of savage, or what they call primitive, 
man. 

Beductions from tlie Bialo^rne* 

But now let us see what the later Vedanta philosophy 
makes out of this legend. The legend itself, as we 
find it in the Upanishad, shows already that there 
was a higher purpose in it than simply to show rhat 
the soul was not a mere appearance, not the picture 
reflected in the eye, not the shadow in the water, nor, 
the person dreaming a dream, or losing ail conscious- 
ness in dreamless sleep. One of Prapapati’s pupils, 
Viroi"ana, is no doubt satisfied -^ith the idea that the 
body as seen reflected in the eye or in the water is the 
self, is what a man really is. But Indra is not. He 
is not satisfied even with the soul being the person in 
a dream, for, he says, that even in a dream a man 
becomes coo'-cious of pain, and actually sbeds tears, 
and that therefore, if the soul wore a dream, it would 
not be perfect, it would not b3 free from suffering. Nay, 
if it is said that the soul is the person in a deep and 
dreamless sleep, even that would not s^isfy Indra, for, 
in that case, as he says, all consciousness would be 
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gone, he -would not know, as he expresses it, that he, 
the self, is I, or that there is a myself. 

Pragr§,pati then gives him the highest instruction 
which he can communicate, by saying that the soul 
can become free by knowledge only, that it exists by 
knowledge only, by knowing itself as free from the 
body and all other limitations. It then can rise from 
the body, a serene being in its own form, and approach 
the highest light, the highest knowledge, the know- 
ledge that its own Self is the Highest, is in. fact the 
Divine Self. 

So far all would be intelligible. It would not 
require death to free the soul from th; body, know- 
ledge would effect that liberation far better, and leave 
the soul even in this life a mere spectator of its bodily 
abode, of its bodily joys and its bodily sufferings, a 
silent spectator even of the decay and death of the 
body. 

But the Vedllnta philosopher is not so easily satis-' 
fied ; and I think it will be interesting and give you 
a better idea of the philosophical acumen of the 
Vediintist, if I read you j^ahkara’s treatment of our 
psychological legend. This is, of course, a much later 
phase of thought, at least as late as the seventh eentuiy 
A.D. Yet what is recent and modern in India, is not 
so recent ? md modern with us. 

iS'aiikara’s Bernards. 

/Sahkara, the commentator on the Vedanta-sfitra, is 
much exercised when he has to discuss this Dialogue 
between Pra()fS,pati, Indra, and Viro/cana on the true 
nature of the self, or man’s soul. There is an ap- 
parent want of truthfulness on the part of Pragfapati, 
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lie thinks, in conveying to his pupils a false impres- 
sion of the real nature of the Atman or the human 
soul, and its relation to Brahman, the Highest Deity. 
It is quite true that his words admit of two meanings’ 
a wrong one and a right one ; still Prag^^pati knows 
that one at least of his pupils, Viroilrana, when he 
returns to the Asuras has not understood them in 
their true sense ; and yet he lets him depart. 

Next comes a more important difficulty. Prag'^- 
pati had promised to teach what the true Atman is, 
the immortal, the fearless, the Self which is free from 
sin, free from old age, from death and grief, from 
hunger and thirst ; but his answers seem to apply to 
the individual Self only. Thus when he says at first 
that the person as seen in the eye is the Self (ya esho 
’kshmi dn'syate), it is quite clear that Viro^ana takes 
this for the small image or the reflection which a man 
sees of himself in the pupil of his friend’s eye. And 
he therefore asks whether the Self that is perceived 
as reflected in the eye, is the same as that which is 
perceived as reflected in the water or in a mirror. 
PragS<pati assents, though evidently with a mental 
reservation. He had not meant from the first the 
small figure reflected in the eye, but the seer within 
the eye, looking out from the eye, the seer, as the sub- 
ject of all seeing, who sees, and may be said to be 
seen in the eye. Still, as in an indirect way even the 
reflection in the eye may be called the reflection of 
the true Atman, he invites ViroA'ana to test his asser- 
tion by a kind of experiment', 'an experiment that 
ought to have opened his eyes, but did iiot. He asks 
both his pupiki to look at their images in the water 
or in a mirror, first as they are, and again after they 
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have adorned themselves. He thought they would 
have perceived that these outward adornments could 
not possibly constitute their own self, as little as the 
body, but the experiment is lost on them. While 
PrapS,pati means that in whatever reflection they see 
themselves, they see, though hidden, their true Self, 
they imagine that what they see, namely the body, 
reflected in the water, even the body with its adorn- 
ments, is their true Self. Prap&pati is sorry for them, 
and that he was not entirely responsible for their 
mistake, is shown soon after by the doubts that arise 
in the mind of at least one of his pupils. For while 
Viro^’ana returns to the Asuras to teach them that 
the body, such as it is seen reflected in the water, 
even with its adornments, is the Self, Indra hesi- 
tates, and returns to Pra^^pati. He asks how the 
body reflected in the water can be the Self, proclaimed 
by Prag'S.pati, and of which he had said that it ‘was 
perfect and free from all defects, seeing that if the 
body is crippled its image in the water also is crip- 
pled, so that if that were the Self, the Self would not 
be what it must be, perfect and immortal, but would 
perish, whenever the body perishes. 

Exactly the same happens again in the second 
lesson. No doubt, the person in a dream is free 
from certain defects of the body — a blind person if 
in a dream sees, a deaf person hears. But even thus, 
he also seems liable to suffering, for he actually may 
cry in a dream. Therefore even the dreaming soul 
cannot be the true Self perfect and free from all 
suffering. 

When in his third lesson Pragr^pati calls the soul 
in the deepest sleep the Self, because it then suffers 
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no longer from anything, Indra replies that in that 
case the soul knows nothing at all, and is gone to 
destruction (vinasam eva upeti). 

It is only at this last moment that Pragapati, like 
other sages of antiquity, reveals his full knowledge to 
his pupil. The true Self, he says, has nothing to do 
with the body. For the body is mortal, but the Self 
is not mortal. The Self dwells in the body, and as 
long as he thinks that the body is I and I am this 
body, the Self is enthralled by pleasure and pain, it is 
not the perfect, it is not the immortal Self. But as 
soon as the Self knows that he is independent of the 
body and becomes free from it, not by death, but by 
knowledge, then he suffers no longer; neither pain 
nor pleasure can touch him. When he has approached 
this highest light of knowledge, then there is perfect 
serenity. He knows himself to be the highest Self, 
and therefore is the highest Self, and though while life 
Jasts, he moves about among the pleasant sights of the 
world, he does not mind them, they concern his body 
only 01 his bodily self, his Ego, and he has learnt that all 
this is not himself, not Ms Self, not his absolute Self. 

But there remains a far greater difficulty which the 
commentators have to solve, and which they do solve 
each in his own way. To us the story of Prag'ipati 
is simply an old legend, originally intended, it would 
seem, to teach no more than that there was a soul in 
man, and that that soul was independent of the body. 
That would have been quite enough wisdom for early 
days, particularly if we are right^ in supposing that 
the belief in the soul as a shadow or a dream was a 
popular belief current at the time, and that it really 
required refutation. But when at a later time this 
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legend had to be used for higher purposes, when what 
had to be taught about the soul was not only that it 
was not the body, nor its appearance, nor its shadow, 
nor the vision of a dream, but that it was something 
higher, that it could ascend to the world of Brahman 
and enjoy perfect happiness before his throne, nay, 
when it was discovered at a still later time, that the 
soul could go beyond the throne of Brahman and 
share once more the very essence of Brahman, then 
new difficulties arose. These difficulties were carefully 
considered by Sankara and other Yedintist philo- 
sophers, and they still form a subject on which 
different sections of the Vedlintist'school of philosophy 
hold divergent views. 

The principal difficulty was to determine what was 
the true relation of the individual soul to Brahman, 
whether there was any essential difference between 
the two, and whether when it was said that the soul 
was perfect, fearless, and immortal, this could apply 
to the individual soul. This view that the individual 
spul is meant, is upheld in the Vedanta philosophy by 
what is called the Pffrvapakshin, a most excellent 
institution in Indian philosophy. This Phrvapakshin 
is an imaginary person who is privileged in every dis- 
puted question to say alb that can possibly be said 
against the view finally to be upheld. He is allowed 
every possible freedom in objecting, as long as he is 
not entirely absurd ; he is something like the man of 
straw whom modern writers like to set up in their 
arguments in order to be able to demolish him with 
great credit to themselves. From the Hindu point of 
view, however, these objections are like piles, to be 
driven in b)y every blow that is aimed at them, and, 
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meaat in the end to support the true conclusion that 
is to be built up upon them. Frequently the objections 
contained in the phrvapaksha are bonS, fide objections, 
and may have been held by different authorities, 
though in the end they have all to be demolished, 
their demolition thus serving the useful purpose of 
guarding the doctrine that has to be established 
against every imaginable objection. 

In our case the objectpr says that it is the indi- 
vidual that must be meant as the object of Pragfipati’s 
teaching. The seer in the eye, he says, or the person 
that is seen in the eye, is referred to again and again 
as" the same entity in the clauses which follow, when 
it is said, ‘ I shall explain him still further to you,’ and 
in the explanations which follow, it is the individual 
soul in its different sta,tes (in dreams or in deep sleep) 
which is referred to, so that the clauses attached to 
both these explanations, viz. that is the perfect, the 
immortal, the faultless, that is Brahman, can refer to 
the individual soul only, which is said to be free from 
sin and the like. After that, when Pr^^ati has dis- 
covered a flaw in the condition of the soul in deep 
sleep also, he enters on a further explanation. He 
blames the soul’s connexion with the body, and finally 
declares that it is the individual soul, but only after 
it has risen from out the body. Hence the opponent 
argues that the text admits the possibility of the 
qualities of the highest Self belonging to the indi- 
vidual soul. 

/Sankara, however, proceeds at once to controvert 
this opinion, though we shall see that the original 
words of Pragr^pati eeiiainly lend themselves to the 
opponent’s interpretation. We do not admit, he says, 
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that it is the individual soul in its phenomenal reality 
that is the highest self, but only the individual soul, 
in so far as its true nature has hecome manifest 
unthin it (S,virbhhtasTarhpa), that is to say, after, by 
means of true knowledge, it has ceased to be an indi- 
vidual soul, or after it has recovered its absolute 
reality. This equivocality runs through the whole 
system of the Ved^ta as conceived by £fahkara. 
Pragf^pati could apparently assert a number of things 
of the individual self, which properly apply to the 
highest Self only, because in its true nature, that is 
after having recovei*ed a knowledge of its true nature, 
the individual self is really the highest Self, and in 
fact never was anything else. /Sankara says, this 
very expression (‘ whose true nature has become mani- 
fest’) qualifies the individual soul with reference to its 
previous state. Therefore Pragfipati must be under- 
stood to speak at first of the seer, characterised by 
the eye, and then to show in the passage treating of 
the reflection in the water or the mirror, that he, the 
seer, has not his true Self in the body or in the reflec- 
tion of the body. Prag^dpati then refers to this seer 
again as the subject to be explained, saying, ‘ I shall 
explain him further.’ and having then spoken of him 
as subject to the states of dreanfdng and of sleeping a 
deep sleep, he finally explains the individual soul in 
its real nature, that is, in so far as it is the highest 
Brahman, not in so far as it appears to be an indi- 
vidual soul. The highest light mentioned in the 
passage last quoted, as what is to be approached, is 
nothing else but the highest Brahman which is distin- 
guished by sudbi attributes as perfection, freedom from 
sin, freedom from old age, from death, and all im- 
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perfections and desires. All these are qualities which 
cannot be ascribed to the individual soul or to the 
Ego in the body. They belong to the Highest Being 
only. It is this Highest Being, this Brahman alone, 
that constitutes the essence of the individual soul, 
while its phenomenal aspect which depends on ficti- 
tious limitations and conditions (up^dhis) or on 
Nescience cannot be its real nature. For as long as 
the individual soul does not free itself from Nescience, 
on a belief in duality, it; takes something else for itself. 

True knowledge of the Self, or true self-knowledge, 
expresses itself in the words, ‘ Thou art That,’ or 
‘I am Brahman,’ the nature of Brahman being un- 
changeable, eternal cognition. Until that stage has 
been reached, the individual soul remains the indi- 
vidual soul, fettered by the body, by the organs 
of sense, nay, even by the mind and its various 
functions. It is by means of (Sruti or revelation 
alone, and by the knowledge derived from it, that the 
soul perceives that it is not the body, that it is not 
the senses, that it is not the mind, that it forms no 
part of the transmigratory process, but that it is and 
always has been, the True, the Real, ro ov, the Self 
whose nature is pure intelligence. When once lifted 
above the vain conceit of being one with the body, 
with the organs of sense and with the mind, it 
becomes or it knows itself to be and always to have 
been the Self, the Sdf whose nature is unchanging, 
eternal intelligence. This is declared in such pas- 
sages as, ‘He who huiov.'S the highest Brahman, 
becomes even Brahman. And this is the real nature 
of the individual soul, by means of which it arises 
from the body and appears in its own form.’ 
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She Szoe Hatore of the InfilTidiial Soxil. 

Here a new objection is raised? How, it is asked, 
can we speak of tbe manifestation of the true nature 
(svarhpa) of that which is unchanging and eternal? 
How, in fact, can we speak of it as being hidden for 
a time, and then only reappearing in its own form 
or in ite true nature? Of gold and similar substances, 
the true nature of which becomes hidden, while its 
specific qualities are rendered non-apparent by their 
contact with some other substance, it may indeed 
be said that their true nature was hidden, and is 
rendered manifest when they are cleaned by the 
application of some acid substance. So it may be 
said likewise, that the stai’s, whose light during 
daytime is overpowered by the superior brilliancy 
of the sun, become manifest in their true nature 
at night when the overpowering sun has departed. 
But it is impossible to speak of an analogous over- 
powering of the eternal light of intelligence by any 
agency whatsoever, since it is free from all contact. 
How then did this momentous change take place 1 

Slie Plienomenstl a;iid the Beal. 

In our own philosophical language we might 
express the same question by asking. How did the 
real become phenomenal, and how can the pheno- 
menal become real again? or, in other words. How 
was the infinite changed into the finite, how was the 
etemal changed into the temporal, and how can the 
temporal regain its eternal nature ? or, to put it into 
more familiar language, How was this world created, 
and how can it be uncreai^ again? 
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We must remember that, like the Eleatic philo- 
' sophers, the ancient Ved^ntists also started with that 
unchangeable conviction that God, or the Supreme 
Being, or Brahman, as it is called in India, is one and 
aU, and that there can be nothing besides.' This is 
the most absolute Monism. If it is called Pantheism, 
there is nothing to object, and we shall jSnd the same' 
Pantheism in some of the most perfect religions of the 
world, in all which hold that God is or will be All in 
AE, and that if there really existed anything besides. 
He would no longer be infinite, omnipresent, and 
omnipotent. He would no longer be God in the highest 
sense. There is, of course, a great differbnce between 
saying that aU things have their true being in and 
Ifrom God, and saying that aU things, as we see them, 
are God. Or, to put it in another way, as soon as 
we say that there is a phenomenal world, we imply 
by necessity that there is also a non-phenomenal, 

, a noumenal, or an absolutely real world, just as when 
we say darkness, we imply light. Whoever speaks of 
anything relative, conditioned, or contingent, admits at 
the same time something non-relative, non-conditioned, 
non-contingent, something which we call real, absolute, 
eternal, divine, or any other name. It is easy enough 
for the human understanding to create a noumenal or 
non-phenomenal world ; it is, in fact, no more than 
applying to our experience the law of causality, and 
saying that there must be a cause for everything, and 
that that cause or that Creator is the One Absolute 
Being. But when we have done that, then comes the 
real problem, namely, how was the cause ever changed 
into an effect, how did the absolute become relative, 
how did the noumenal become phenomenal ? or, to put 
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it into more ilieological language, how was tiiis world 
created? It took a long time before the human mind 
could bring itself to confess its utter impotence and 
ignorance on this point, its agnosticism, its Bocta 
ignorardia, as Cardinal Cusanus called it. And it 
seems to me extremely interesting to watch the 
various efforts of the human mind in every part of 
the world to solve this greatest and oldest riddle, 
before it was finally given up. 

The Indian Ved^ntist treats this question chiefly 
from the subjective point of view. He does not ask 
at once how the world was created, but first of all, 
how the individual soul came to be what it is, and 
how its belief in an objective created world arose. 
Before there arises the knowledge of separateness, he 
says, or aloofriess of the soul from the body, the 
nature of the individual soul, which consists in the 
light of sight and all the rest, is as it were not 
separate from the so-called Up^dhis, or limitiTig 
conditions such as body, senses, mind, sense-objects, 
and perception. Similarly as in a pure rock-crystal 
when placed near a red rose, its true nature, which 
consists in transparency and perfect whiteness, is, 
before its sepai'ateness has been grasped, as it were 
non-separate from its limiting conditions (the Up^- 
dhis), that is, the red rose, while, when its separate- 
ness has once been grasped, according to legitimate 
authority, the rock-crystal reassumes at once its true 
nature, transparency and whiteness, though, in reality, 
it always was transparent and white, — ^in the same 
manner there arises in the individual soul which is not 
separate as yet from the limiting conditions (Up^dhi) 
of the body and all the -rest, knowledge of separate- 
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ness and aloofness, produced by iSruti ; there follows 
the resurrection of the Atman from the body, the 
realisation of its true nature, by means of true 
knowledge, and the comprehension of the one and 
only Atman. Thus the embodied and non-embodied 
states of the Self are due entir-ely to discrimination 
and non-discrimination, as it is said (Kat^a-Up. 
I. 2, 22): ‘Bodyless within the bodies.’ This non- 
differelice between the embodied and non-embodied 
state is recorded in the Smriti also (Bhag. Gita, 
XIII. 31) when it is said : ‘ O Friend, though dwelling 
in the body, it (the Atman, the Self or the soul) does 
not act and is not tainted.’ 


Tbe Atmaa nnchaiijfecl amidst tiie eiiauftes of tbe World. 

You see now that what Sahkara wishes to bring 
out, and what he thinks is implied in the language of 
the Upanishads, is that the Atman is always the 
same, and that the apparent diherence between the 
individual soul and the Supreme Soul is simply the 
result of wrong knowledge, of Nescience, but is not 
due to any reality. He is very anxious to show that 
Pragf^pati also in the teaching which he imparted to 
Indra and Viro/cana could nob have meant anything 
else. Prag'S.pati, he says, after having referred to the 
individual or living soul (the g'iva), seen, or rather 
seeing, in the eye, &c., continues, ‘ This is (if you only 
knew it) the immortal, the fearless, this is Brahman.’ 
He argues that if the seer in the eye, the individual seer, 
were in reality different from Brahman, the immortal 
and fearless, it would not be co-ordinated (as it is by 
Pragrapati) with the immortal, the fearless Brahman. 



TEUE IMMOETALITY. 


273 


The reflected Self, on the other hand, is not spoken of 
as he who is characterised by the eye (the seer within 
the eye), for that would indeed render Prap'apati 
obnoxious to the reproach of saying deceitful things. 

Sankara, however, is honest enough to tell us that 
his explanation is not the only one that has been 
proposed. Others, he tells us, think that Pragf^pati 
speaks throughout of the free and faultless Self 
(Atman), not of the individual soul at all. But he 
points out that the pronouns used in the text point 
clearly to two subjects, the individual soul on the one 
hand, and the highest soul on the other ; and all that 
we have to learn is that the individual soul is not 
what it seems to be ; just as, for our own peace of 
mind, we have to -find out that what seemed to us 
a sei*pent, and then frightened us, is not a serpent, 
but a rope, and need not frighten us any more, 

IfescienGe or Avldsrll the Cause of ?2ieuomeuaI Semhlauce. 

There are others again, he continues, some pi our 
own friends (pos-sibiy the followers of R^mS-nugra) 
who hold that the individual sou’, as suiJi, is abso 
lutely real ; but to this he objects, remarking that the 
whole of the Vediinta-sfltras are intended to show 
that the one Supreme Being only is the highest and 
eternal intelligent reality; and that it is only the 
result of Nescience if we imagine that the many 
individual souls may claim any independent reality. 
It comes to this, that according to ^Sankara, the 
highest Self may for a time be called diflferent from the 
individual soul, but the individual soul is never sub- 
stantially anything but the highest Self, except through 
its own temporary Nescienhp. This slight concession 

T 
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of a temporary reality of the individual soul seemed 
necessary to jS'ahkara, who, after aU, is not only 
a philosopher, but a theologian also, because the 
Veda, which in his eyes is infallible, gives aU its 
sacrificial and moral precepts for individual souls, 
whose existence is thereby taken for established, 
though no doubt such precepts are chiefly meant for 
pereons who do not yet possess the full knowledge of 
the Self. 

There are many more points connected with the 
relation of the individual to the Highest Self, which 
^Sankara argues out most minutely, but we need not 
here dwell on them any longer, as we shall have to 
return to that subject when treating of the systematic 
philosophy of ^'ahkai’a. What distinguishes iSahkara’s 
view on the union of the individual soul with the 
Supreme Soul, is the complete JEfenosis or oneness which 
according to Lim always exists, but in the individual 
soul may for a time be darkened by Nescience. There 
are other modes of union also which he fully dis- 
cusses, but which in the end he rejects. Thus referring 
to the teaching of Asmarathya (I. 4, 20), /Sahkara 
argues, ‘If the individual soul were different from the 
Highest Self, the knowledge of the Highest Soul would 
not imply the knowledge of the individual soul, and 
thus the promise given in one of the Upanishads, that 
through the knowledge of the one thing (the Highest 
Soul) ev'^^y thing is to be known, would not be 
fulfilled.’ iTe does not admit that the individual soul 
can be called in any sense the creation of the Highest 
Soul, though the reason which he gives is again 
theological rather than philosophical. He says that 
when- the Veda relates the creatiop of fii’e and the 
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other elements, it does never at the same time relate 
any separate creation of the individual soul. A 
Vedl-ntist, therefore, has, as jSahkax'a argues, no right 
to look on the soul as a created thing, as a product of 
the Highest Self, different from the latter. You see 
how this question can be argued ad infinitum, and 
it was argued ad infinitum by various schools of 
Yedlmta philosophers. 

Satjal>23.edav4d£k and Blied4bliedaT&da. 

Two names were given to these different views, 
one the Satyabhedavida, the teaching of real 
separation or difference between the individual and 
the Highest Self, the other the Bhedi.bhedavada, 
the teaching of both sepai’ation and of non-separation. 
They both admit that the individual soul and the 
universal soul are essentially one. The difference 
between them turns on the question whether the 
individual soul, before it arrives at the knowledge 
of its true nature, may be called independent, some- 
thing by itself, or not. A very popular simile used is 
that of fire and sparks. As the sparks, it is said^ 
issuing from a fire are not absolutely different from 
the fire, because they participate in the nature of 
fire, and, on the other hand, ais not absolutely noa- 
difterent, because in that case they would not be 
distinguhihabie either from the fire or from each 
other, so the individual soptfs also, if considered as 
effects of Brahman, are neither absolutely different 
from Brahman, for that would mean that they are^ 
not of the nature of intelligence (i. e. Brah m an}, nor 
absolutely aon-different from Brahman, because in 

* See BMsuati on Ved. SCtia L 4, 21 ; TMbaut, part i. p. 277. 
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that case they would not he distinguished from each 
other, also because, if they were ideijtical with Brah- 
man and therefore omniscient, j.t would be useless to 
give people any instruction, such as the tJpanishads 
give. You see that Indian philosophers excpl in 
their similes and illustrations, and this idea the 
souls being scintillations of God will meet us again 
and again in other religions also. 

In fact, these thoughts of the Upanishads could not 
he expressed more correctly in our own language 
than they were by Henry More, the famous Cambridge 
theologian, when he says : — 

‘A spark or ray of the Dmnity 

Clouded in earthy fogs, yclad in clay, 

A precious drop, sunk from Eternity, 

Spilt on the ground, or rather slunk away; 

For then we fell when we ’gan first to assay 
By ‘stealth of our own selves something to been, 
Uncentring ourselves from our great Stay, 

Which fondly we new liberty did v/een, 

And from that piank right jolly wights ourselves did deem/ 

Those who defend the other theory, the Satya- 
bhedavMa, argue as follows : The individual soul is 
for a time absolutely different from the Highest Self. 
But it is spoken of in the Upanishads as non-diflferent, 
because after having purified itself by means of 
knowledge and meditation it may pass out of the 
body and become once more one with the Highest 
Self. The text of the Upanishads thus transfers 
a future state of non-difierence to that time when 
difierence still actually exists. Thus the PanA:arli.trikas 
say : Up to the moment of emancipation being reached, 
the soul and the Highest Self are different. But the 
emancipated or enlightened, soul is no longer diflfereht 
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from the Highest Self, since there is no further cause 
of difference. 

Th» Appcoaoli of tbe Soul to BsaJunaix. 

If we keep this idea clearly in view, we may now 
return to the first legend which we examined, and 
which was taken from the Enhad^rawyaka-Upani- 
shad. You may remember that there also we saw 
philosophical ideas grafted on ancient legends. The 
journey of the soul on the Path of the Fathers to the 
moon was evidently an old legend. From the moon, 
as you may remember, the soul was supposed to 
return to a new life, after its merits had been ex- 
hausted. In fact the Path of the Fathers did not lead 
out of what is called Sams^ra, the course of the world, 
the circle of cosmic existence, the succession of births 
and deaths. We do not read here, at the end of the 
chapter, that ‘ there is no return.’ 

The next step was the belief in a Devayana, the Path 
of the Gods, which really led to eternal blessedness, 
without any return to a renewed cosmic existence. 
We left the soul standing before the throne of Brah- 
maii^ and enjoying perfect happiness m that divine 
presence. Nothing more is said in the old Upanishads. 
It is generally admitted, however, that even those who 
at first go on the Path of the Fathers, and return from 
the moon to enter upon a new cycle of life, may in the 
end attain higher knowledge and then proceed further 
on the Path of the Gods till they reach the presence of 
Brahman. The Upanishad en^ with one more para- 
graph stating that those who know neither of these 
two roads become worms, bfrds, and creeping things. 
This is all which the old Upanishads had to say. 
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But after the psychological speculation had led the 
Indian mind to a new conception of the soul, as 
soniethiag no longer limited by the trammels of eaiihly 
individuality, the very idea of an approach of that 
soul to the throne on which Brahman sajt became 
unmeaning. 


loktex Spectilatlosis. 

Brahman was no longer ^n objective Being that 
could be approached as a king is approached by 
a subject, and thus we find in another Upanishad, the 
Kaushltaki, where the same legend is told of the soul 
advancing on the road of the gods till it reaches the 
throne of Brahman, quite a new idea coming in, the idea 
on which the whole of jSafikara'’s Ved^ntism hinges. The 
legendary framework is indeed preserved in fuU detail, 
but when the soul has once placed one foot on the 
throne of Brahman, Brahman, you may remember, is 
represented as saying, ‘ Who art thou 1 ’ Then, after 
some more or less intelligible utterances, comes the 
bold and startling answer of the soul: ‘I am what 
thou art. Thou art the SeK, I am the Self. Thou 
art the True (satyam), I am the True,’ 

And when Brahman asks once more, ‘ What then is 
the True, to ov%’ the soul replies : ‘ What is different 
from the gods (you see that Brahman is here no 
longer considered as a mere god), and what is different 
from the senses (namely the phenomenal world), that 
is Sat, rb ov, but the gods and the senses are tyam, 
or it.'’ 

This is a mere play on words (of which the old 
philosophers in India as well as in Greece are very 
fond). Sattyam (for satyam) is a regular derivative, 
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meaning truth, but by dividing it into Sat, rb Sv, and 
tya, it, the Upanishad wished tc show that Brahman 
is what we should call both the absolutely and the 
relatively Beal, the phenomenal as well as the non- 
menal universe. And thus the Upanishail eoncludes. 
‘Therefore by that name of Sattya is called all this, 
whatever there is. All this thou art.’ 

Zdentity of tlie Sotil witli Brahinaa. 

You see in this Upanishad a decided advance 
beyond the older Upanishads. Brahman is nc longer 
a god. not even the Supreme God ; his place is taken 
by Brabm^.n, neuter, the essence of aU things ; and the 
soul, knowing that it is no longer separated from that 
essence, learns the highest lesson of the whole Vedanta 
doctrine, Tat tvam asi, ‘Thou art that,’ that is to say, 
‘ Thou, who for a time didst seem to be something by 
thyself, art that, art really nothing apart from the 
divine essence.’ To know Brahman is to be Brahman, 
or, as we should say, ‘ in knowledge of Him standetli 
our eternal life.’ Therefore even the idea of an 
approach of the individual towards the universal soul 
has to be surrendered. As soon as the true knowledge 
has been gained, the two, as by lightning, aie known 
to he one, and therefore are one ; an approach of the 
one towards the other is no longer conceivable. The 
Ved§,ntist, however, does not only assert all this, but 
be has ever so many arguments in store to prove with 
scholastic and sometimes sophistic ingenuity that the 
individual soul could never in reality be anything 
separate from the Highest Being, and that the dis- 
tinction between a Higher and a Lower Brahman is 
temporaiy only, and dependent on our knowledge 
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or ignorance, tltat the Highest Being or Brahman 
can be one only, and not two, as it might appear 
when a distinction is made between the Lower and 
Higher Brahman. Almost in the same words as 
the Eleatic^ philosophers and the German Mystics 
of the fourteenth century, the Ved&,ntist argues 
that it would be self-contradictory to admit that 
there could be anything besides the Infinite or 
Brahman, which is All in All, and that therefore 
the soul also cannot be anything different from 
it, can never c^aim a separate and independent 
existence. 

Secondly, as Brahman has to be conceived as perfect, 
and therefore as unchangeable, the soul cannot be 
conceived as a real modification or deterioration of 
Brahman. 

Thirdly, as Brahman has neither beginning nor 
end, neither can it have any parts therefore the 
soul cannot be a part of Brahman, but the whole of 
Brahman must be present in every individual soul. 
This is the same as the teaching of Plotinus, who held 
with equal consistency that the True Being is totally 
present in every part of the universe. He is said to 
have written a whole book on this subject. Dr. Henry 
More calls this theory the Solenmerian, from the 
Greek owta oXev/Aep^s, an essence that is all in each 
part. 

So much on what the Upanishads hint and what 
Vedflntist philosophei-s, such as /Sankara, try to estab- 
lish by logical argument as to the true nature of the 
soul and its relation to the Divine ‘and Absolute 


^ Zeller, p, 472. 


® Zeller, p. 611 , fragm. in. 
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Being. From a purely logical point of view, jSaAkaia’s 
position seems to me impregnable, and when so 
rigorous a logician as Sebopenbauer declares bis com- 
plete submission to /Sankara’s arguments, there is no 
fear of tbeir being upset by other logicians. 



LECTURE IX. 


THE VErlNTxi-PHILOSOPHY- 

Tile Vedanta as a FMlosopMcal System* 

T hough it ig chiefly the relation between the 
human soul and God which interests us in the 
teaching of the Upanishads and of the Vedanta-shtras, 
yet there are some other topics in that ancient philo- 
sophy which deserve our attention and which may 
help to throw light on the subject with which we are 
more specially concerned. I know it is no easy task 
to make Indian philosophy intelligible or attractive 
to English students. It is w.ith Indian philosophy as 
with Indian music. 

We are so accustomed to our own, that at first 
Indian music sounds to ouJ: ears like mere noise, 
without rhythm, without melody, without harmony. 
And yet Indian music is thoroughly scientific, and if 
we are but patient listener^ it begins to exercise its 
own fascination upon us. It will be the same with 
Indian philosophy, if only we make an efibrt to learn 
to speak its language and to think its thoughts. 

Identity of Sonl and Brabman. 

Let us remember then that the Vedfinta-philosophy 
rests on the fundamental conviction of the Vedsintist, 



THE VEDANTA-PHILOSOPHY. 


283 


that the soul and the Absolute Being or Brahman, are 
one in tLeir essence. We b&w in the old Upanishads 
how this conviction rose slowly, like the dawn, on the 
intellectual horizon of India, but how in the end it 
absorbed every thought, whether philosophical or re- 
ligious, in its dazzling splendour. When it had once 
been recognised that the soul and Brahman were in 
their deepest essence one, the old mythological lan- 
guage of the Upanishads, representing the soul as 
travelling on the road of the Fathers, or on the road 
of the gods towards the throne of Brahman was given 
up. We read in the Ved^nta-philosophy (in the 29th 
paragraph of the third chapter of the third book), that 
this approach to the throne of Brahman has its proper 
meaning so long only as Brahman is still considered 
as personal and endowed with various qualities (sa- 
gu-ua), but that, when the knowledge of the true, 
the absolute and unqualified Brahman, the Absolute 
Being, has once risen in the mind, these mythological 
concepts have to vanish.^ How would it be possible, 
jS'ankara says (p. 593), that he who is free from all 
attachments, unchangeable and unmoved, should ap- 
proach another__ person, should move or go to another 
place. The highest oneness, if once truly conceived, 
excludes anything like an approach to a different 
object, or to a distant place 
The Sanskrit language has the great advantage that 
it can express the difference between the qualified and 
the unqualified Brahman, by a mere change of gender, 
Brahman (nom. Brahma) being used as a masculine, 
when it is meant for the qualified, and as a neuter 
(nom. Brahma), when it is meant for the unqualified 

1 m. 3, 29. 



284 


LECTUBE IX. 


Brahman, the Absolute Being. This is a great help, 
and there is nothing corresponding to it in English. 

We must remember also that the fundamental prin- 
ciple of the Ved^nta-philosophy, was not ‘Thou art 
He,’ but Thou art That, and that it was not Thou wUi 
he, but Thou art. This ‘ Thou art ’ expresses some- 
thing that is, that has been, and always will be, not 
something that has still to be achieved, or is to follow, 
for instance after death (p. 599). 

Thus /Sankara says, ‘If it is said that the soul 
will go to Brahman, that means that it will in future 
attain, or rather, that it will be in future what, though 
unconsciously, it always has been, viz. Brahman. 
For when we speak of some one going to some one 
else, it cannot be one and the same who is distin- 
guished as the subject and as the object. Also, if we 
speak of worship, that can only be, if the worshipper 
is different from the worshipped. By true knowledge 
the individual soul does not heconxe Brahman, but is 
Brahman, as soon as it knows what it really is, and 
always has been. Being and knowing are here simul- 
taneous. 

Here lies the characteristic difference between what 
is generally called mystic philosophy and the Veddntio 
theosophy of India. Other mystic philosophers are 
fond of representing the human soul as burning with 
love for God, as filled with a desire for union with or 
absorption in God. We find little of that in the Upa- i 
,nishads, and when such ideas occur, they are argued 
away iy the Ved^ta-philosophers. They always , 
cling to the conviction that the Divine has never been i 
really absent from the human soul, that it always is 
there, though covered by darkness or Nescience, and 
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that as soon as that darkness or that Nescience is re- 
moved, the soul is once more and in its own right 
what it always has been; it is, it does not become 
Brahman. 

Dialoarne from tbe JgAAndogya-TTgaBiwltfta. 

There is a famous dialogue in the .K’ASnclogya- 
Upanishad between a young student jSfvetaketu and 
ms father UddMaka Aru-Jii, in which the father trier 
to convince the son that with all his theological 
learning he knows nothing, and then tries to lead 
him on to the highest knowledge, the Tat tvam asi, 
or Thou art that (VI. 1) : 

There lived once <Svetaketu Aruweya. And His 
father said to him : ‘ ^vetaketu, go to school, for there 
is none belonging to our race, daiiing, who, not having 
studied, is, a^ it were, a Br&hmaira by birth only.’ 

Having begun his apprenticeship (with a teacher) 
when he was tweh 3 years of age, iSvetaketu returned 
to his father, when he was twenty-four, having then 
studied all the V edas, — conceited, considering himself 
well read, and very stem. 

His father said to him: ‘iSvetaketu, as you are so 
conceited, considering yourself so well-read, ‘and so 
stem, my dear, have you ever asked for that instmc- 
tion by which we hear what is not audible, by which 
we perceive what is not perceptible, by wMch we 
know what is unknowable 1 ’ 

‘ What is that instraotion. Sir?’ he asked. 

The father replied; *My dear, as by one clod of 
day all that is made of clay is known, the difference 
being only a name, arising from speech, but the trath 
being that all is clay ; 
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'And aSj my dear, by one nugget of gold all that is 
made of gold is known, the difference being only a 
name, arising from speech, but the truth being ^at 
all is gold ; 

‘And as, my dear, by one pair of nail-scissors all 
that is made of iron (k^i-shnAyasam) is known, the 
difference being only a name, arising n'om speech, but 
the truth being that aU is iron, — ^thus, my dear, is 
that instruction,’ 

The son said: ‘Surely those venerable men (my 
teachers) did not know that. For if they had known 
it, why should they not have told it me 1 Do you, 
Sir, therefore, tell me that,’ 

You see what the father is driving at. What he 
means is that when you see a number of pots and 
pans and bottles and vessels of all kinds and of dif- 
ferent names, they may seem different, and have 
different names, but in the end they are all but clay, 
varying in form and name. In the same manner, he 
wishes to say, that the whole world, all that we see and 
name, however different it seems in form and in 
name, is in the end all Brahman. Form and name, 
called n&marhpa in the philosophical language of 
India, that is name and form, — name coming before 
form, or, as we should say, the idea coming before 
the eidos, the species, — come and go, they are 
changing, if not perishing, and there remains only 
what gives real reality to names and forms, the 
eternal Brahman. 

The father then continues : 

‘In the beginning, my dear, there was that only 
which is (ro oi>), one only, without a second. Others 
say, in the beginning there was that only which is 
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not (t6 6v), one only, without a second ; and from 

that whidi is not, that which is was bom. 

‘But how could it be thus, my dearl’ the father 
continued. ‘How could that which is, be bom of 
that which is not? No, my dear, only that which is, 
was in the beginning, one only, without a second. 

‘It thought, may I be many, may I grow forth. 
It sent forth fire. 

‘That fire thought, may I be many, may I grow 
forth. It sen& forth water. 

‘ Water thought, may I be many, may I grow forth. 
It sent forth earth (food) 

‘ Therefore whenever it rains anywhere, most food 
is then produced. From water alone is eatable food 
produced.’ 

• As the bees (YI. 9), my son, make honey by col- 
lecting the juices of different trees, and reduce the juice 
into one form, 

‘ And as these juices have no discrimination, so that 
they might say, I am the juice of this tree or of that tree, 
in the same manner, my son, aii these creatures, when 
they have become merged in the True (either in deep 
sleep or in death), know not that they are merged in 
the True. 

‘ Whatever these creatures are here, whether a Uon, 
or a wolf, or a boar, or a worm, or a midge, or a gnat, 
or a mustpiito, that they become again and again. 

‘ Now that which is that subtile essence, in it all 
thet exists has its self, it is the True. It is the Self, 
and thou, 0 Svetaketu, art it.’ 

• Please, Sir, inform me still more,’ said the son. 

• Kearly the same succession of fiye, air, water, earth is found ir 
Plato, Timaeus, 56. 
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‘ Be it so, my child,’ the father repEed (VI. 10). 

‘These rivers, my son, run, the eastern (like the 
Gahgll) toward the east, the western (like the Sindhu) 
toward the west. They go from sea to sea (i. e. the 
clouds lift up the water from the sea to the sky, and 
send it hack as rain to the sea). They become indeed 
sea. And as those rivers, when they are in the sea, 
do not know, I am this or that river, 

‘In the same manner, my son, all these creatures, 
when they have come hack from the True, know not 
that they have come back from the True. Whatever 
these creatures are here, whether a lion, or a wolf, 
or a boar, or a worm, or a midge, or a gnat, or a 
musquito, that they become again and again. 

‘That which is that subtile essence, in it aU that 
exists has its self. It is the True. It is the Self, and 
thou, 0 /Svetaketu, art it.’ 

‘ Please, Sir, inform^ me still more,’ said the son. 

‘ Be it so, my child,’ the father replied (VI. 11). 

‘ If some one were to strike at the root of this large 
tree here, it would bleed, but live. If he were to 
strike at its stem, it would bleed, but live. If he 
were to strike at its. top, it would bleed, but live. 
Pervaded by the living Self that tree stands firm, 
drinking in its nourishment and rejoicing , 

‘ But if the life (the living Self) leaves one of its 
branches, that branch withers ; if it leaves a second, 
that branch withers ; if it leaves a third, that branch 
withers. If it leaves the whole tree, the whole tree 
withers. In exactly the same manner, my son, know 
this.’ Thus he s^oke ; 

‘This (body) indeed withers and dies when the 
living Self has left it : the living Self never'dies. 
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‘That which is that subtile essence, in it aH that 
exists has its seE It is the True, It is the Self, and 
thou, 0 ;Svetaketu, art it.’ 

‘Please, Sir, inform me still more/ said the son. 

‘ Be it so, my child/ the father replied (VI. 13). 

‘Place this salt in water, and then wait on me in 
the morning.’ 

The son did as he was commanded. 

The father said to him : ‘ Bring me the salt, which 
you placed in the water last night.’ 

The son having looked for it, found it not, fpr, of 
course, it was melted. i 

The father saidj ‘Taste it from the surface of the 
water. How is it ? ’ 

The son replied: ‘It is salt.’ 

‘ Taste it from the middle. How is it ? ’ 

The son replied : * It is salt.’ 

‘ Taste it from the bottom. How is it? ’ 

The son replied: ‘It is salt.’ 

The father said : ‘ Throw it away and then wait 
on me.’ 

He did so ; but salt exists for ever. 

Then the father said: ‘Here also, in this body, 
forsooth, you do not perceive the True (Sat y, my son ; 
but there indeed it is. 

‘That which is the subtile essence, in it sU that 
exists has its seE. It is the True. It is the Self, and 
thou, O iSvetaketu, art it.’ 

‘ Please, Sir, inform me still more,’ said the son. 

‘ Be it so, my child,’ the father replied (VI. 15). 

‘ If a man is ill, his relatives assemble round him 
and ask: “Dost thou know me? Dost thou know 
me?” Now as long as bis speech is not merged in 
(4) c 
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his mind, his mind in breath, his breath in heat (fire), 
heat in the Highest Godhead (devatS.), he knows 
them. 

'But when his speech is merged in his mind, his 
mind in breath, breath in heat (fire), heat in the 
Highest Godhead, then he knows them not. 

‘That which is the subtile essence, in it all that 
exists has its self. It is the True. It is the Self, and 
thou, 0 iSvetaketu, art ii’ 

'CTttioa. Slot Absoxptloiu 

In this dialogue as given in the TJpanishad we have 
before us a more popular and not yet systematised 
view of the Vedanta. Biere are several passages 
indeed which seem to speak of the union and absoro- 
tion of the soul rather than of its recovery of its ti^e 
nature. Such passages, however, are always ex- 
plained away by the stricter Vedanta-philosophers, 
and they have no great difficulty in doing this. For 
there remains always the explanation that the quali- 
fied personal Brahman in the masculine gender is 
meant, and not yet the highest Brahman which is 
free from all qualities. That modified personal 
Brahman exists for aU practical purposes, till its 
unreality has been discovered through the discovery of 
the Highest Brahman; and as, in one sense, the modi- 
fied masculine Brahman is the highest Brahman, if 
only we know it, and shares all its true reality 
with the Highest Brahman, as sooln as we know it, 
many things may in a less strict smise be predicated 
of Him, the modified Brahman, which in truth apply 
to It only, the Highest Brahman. This amphiboly 
i-uns through the whole of the Ved&nta-sfitras, and a 
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considei’able portion of the Shtras is taken np with 
the task of showing that when the qualified Brahman 
seems to be meant, it is really the unqualified Brah- 
man that ought to be understood. Again, there are 
ever so many passages in the Upanishads which seem 
to refer to the individual soul, but which, if properly 
explained, must be considered as referring to the 
Highest Atman, that gives support and reality to the 
individual soul. This at least is the view taken by 
<S'ahkara, whereas, as I hinted before, from an histoii- 
cal point of view, it would seem as if there had been 
difterent stages in the development of the belief in 
the Highest Brahman and in the highest Atman, and 
that some passages in the Upanishads belong to 
earlier phases of Indian thought, when Brahman was 
still conceived simply as the highest deity, and true 
blessedness was supposed to consist in the gradual 
approach of the soul to the throne of God. 

Xiiowl«dar«, act no7e of Ood. 

Anything like a passionate yearning of the soul 
after God, which forms the key-note of almost aU 
religions, is therefore entirely absent from the Ved^nta- 
shtras. The fact of the unity of soul and God is 
taken for granted from the beginning, or at all events 
as suflBciently proved by the revealed utterances of 
the Upanishads. 

The Tat tvam asi, ‘Thou art that,’ is accepted by the 
Ved^tists in a dry and matter-of-fact spirit. It 
forms the foundation of a most elaborate system of 
philosophy, of which I shall now try to give you an 
idea, though it can be v^y general only. 
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AvidT^ or Kescience. 

The fundamental principle of the Veddnta-phUo- 
sophy that in reality there exists and there can exist 
nothing hut Brahman, that Brahman is everything, 
the material as well as the efficient cause of the 
universe, is of course in contradiction with our 
ordinary experience. In India, as anywhere else, man 
imagines at first that he, in his individual, bodily, 
and spiritual character, is something that exists, and 
that all the objects of the outer world also exist, as 
objects. Idealistic philosophy has swept away this 
world-old prejudice more thoroughly in India than 
anywhere else. The Ved&nta-philosopher, however, 
is not only' confronted with this difficulty which 
affects every philosophy, but he has to meet another 
difficulty peculiar to himself. The whole of the Veda 
is in his eyes infallible, y'et that Veda enjoins the 
v'orship of many gods, and even in enjoining tlie 
worship (uposana) of Brahmen, the highest deity’, in 
his active, mpsouline, and personal character, it recog- 
nises an objective deity, different from the subject 
that is to offer worship and sacrifice to him. 

Hence the Vedanta-philosopher has to tolerate many 
things. He tolerates the worship of an objective 
Brahman, as a preparation for the knowledge of the 
subjective and objective, or the absolute Brahman, 
which is the high(5St object of his philo.sophy. He 
adir.l ' one Brahman endowed with quality, but high 
above t ’sual gods of the Veda. TMs Brahiffan is 
reached by tae pious on the path of tho gods ; he can 
be worshipped, and it is he who rewards the pious 
for their good works. Still, even he is in that cha- 
racter the result of nescience (Avidy^), of the same 
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nescience which prevents the soul of man, the Atman, 
from distinguishing itself from its incumbrances (the 
so-called Upadhis), such as the body, the organs of 
sense and their works. 

Th’s nescience can be removed by science or know- 
ledge only, and this knowledge or vidya is imparted 
by the Vedanta, which shows that all our ordinary 
knowledge is simply the result of ignorance or ne- 
science, is uncertain, deceitful, and perishable, or as we 
should say, is phenomenal, relative, and conditioned. 
The true knowledge, calle l .^amyagdarsana or com- 
plete insight, cannot, be gained by sensuous perception 
(pracyaksha) nor by infeitnce (anurruina). nor can 
obedience to the law of the Veda produce mere than 
a temporary enlightenment or happiness. According 
to the orthodox VedS.ntist, &uti alone, or what is called 
revelation, can impart that knowledge and remove 
that nescience which is innate in human nature. 

Of the Higher Brahman nothing can be predicated 
but that it is, and that through our nescience, it ap- 
pears to be this or that. 

When a great Indian sage was asked to describe 
Brahman, he was simply silent — that was his answer. 
But when it is said that Brahman is, that means at 
the same time that Brahman is not ; that is to sav, 
that Brahman is nothing of what is supposed to exist 
in our sensuous perceptions. 

Bralmaix as sat, as hit, and as 4nanda« 

There are two other qualities, however, which may 
safely be assigned to Brahman, namely, that it is 
intelligent, and that it is blissful ; or rather, that it is 
intelligence and bliss. Intelligent seems the nearest 
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approacli to the Sk. 7dt and Zcaitanya. Spiritual 
would not answer, because it would not express more 
than that it is not material. But Mt means that it is, 
that it' perceives and knows, though as it can per- 
ceive itself only, we may say that it is lighted Up by 
its own light or knowledge, or as it is sometimes 
expressed, that it is pure knowledge and pure light. 
Perhaps we shall best understand what is meant by 
Ait, when we consider what is negatived by it, 
namely, diilness, deafness, darkness, and aU that is 
inateiial. In several passages a third quality is hinted 
at, namelj^ blissfulness, but this again seems only 
another name for perfection, and chiefly intended to 
exclude the idea of any possible suffering in Brahman. 

It is in the nature of this Brahman to be always 
subjective, and hence it is said that it cannot be 
known in the some way as all other objects are 
known, but only as a knower knows" that he knows 
and that he is. 


Fliilosoplisr and 

Still, whatever is and whatever is known, — ^two 
things which in the Vedanta, as in all other idealistic 
systems of philosophy, are identical, — all is in the end 
Brahman. Though we do not know it, it is Brahman 
that is known to us, when conceived as the author 
or creator of the world, an office, according to Hindu 
ideas, quite unworthy of the Godhead in its true 
character, it is the same Brahman that is known to 
us in our own self-consciousness. Whatever tve may 
seem to be, or imagine ourselves to be for a time, 
we are in truth the eternal Brahman, the eternal Self. 
With this conviction in the background, the Yedantist 
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retains his belief in what he calls the Lord God, the 
creator and ruler of the world, but only as phe- 
nomenal, or as adapted to the human understanding. 

Xbe Supreme nord or l«vas». 

Men are to believe in a personal God, with the same 
assurance with which they believe in their own 
personal self; and can there be a higher assurance? 
They are to believe in him as the creator and ruler of 
the world (sams^ra), and as determining the effects 
or rewards of good and evil works (kai*man). He 
niay be worshipped even, but we must always re- 
member that what is worshipped is only a person, 
or, as the Brahmans call it, a pratika, an aspect of 
the true eternal Essence, as conceived by us in our 
inevitably human and limited knowledge. Thus the 
strictest observance of religion is insisted on while 
we are what we are. We are told that there is truth 
in the ordinary belief in God as the creator or cause 
of the world, but a relative truth only, relative to the 
human understanding, just as there is truth in the 
perception of our senses, and in the belief in our 
personality, but a relative truth only. This relative 
truth must be carefully distinguished from falsehood. 
His belief in the Veda would suffice to prevent the 
Ved^ntist from a denial of the gods or from what 
we should call Atheism, or rather, as I explained, 
Adevism. 

In deference to the Veda the VedMtist has even to 
admit, if not exactly a creation, at least a repeated 
emanation of the world from Brahman and re- 
absdrption of it into Brahman, from kalpa to kalpa. 
or from age to age. 
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Vp&dMa, S^aXuasarixa, and StlrolasairiLra. 

If we ask, what led to a belief in individual souls, 
the answer we get is the Up^dhis, the surround- 
ings or incumbrances, that is, the body with the breath 
or life in it, the organs of sense, and the mind. These 
together form the subtle body (the sukshmasarira) 
and this shkshmasarira is supposed to survive, while 
death can destroy the coarse body only (the sthhla- 
saiira). The individual soul is held by this subtle 
body, and its fates are determined by acts which are 
continuing in their consequences, and which persist 
in their effects for ever, or at least until true know- 
ledge has arisen, and put an end even to the subtle 
body and to all phantasms of nescienca 


Creation or ISmanation. 

How the emanation of the world from Brahman is 
conceived in the Vedanta-philosophy is of small 
interest. It is almost purely mythological, and pre- 
sents a very low stage of physical science. Brahman 
is not indeed represented any longer as a maker, or a 
creator, as an architect or a potter. What we trans- 
late by creation (srishti) means really no more than 
a letting out, and corresponds closely with the theory 
of emanation, as held by some of the most eminent 
Christian philosophers. There are few opinions that 
have not been condemned by some Council or Pope 
as heretical ; but I know of ho Council that has con- 
demned as heretical the theory of Emanation instead 
of Creation or Fabrication. But if belief in emanation 
instead of creation has been condemned by the Church, 
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then, the Church has condemned some of its strongest 
supporters as heretics. It would he easy to put such 
men as Dionysius and Seotus Erigena, or even St. 
Clement, out of court, as claiming the character of 
orthodox theologians. But what should we say of 
Thomas Aquinas, the very bulwark of catholic ortho- 
doxy? And yet he too declares in so many words 
(Summa p. 1. 9-19^*) that creatio is emanatio totius 
entis ah uno. Eckhart and the German Mystics all 
hold the same opinion, an opinion which, though it 
may run counter to Genesis, seems in no way incom- 
patible with the spirit of the New Testament. 

The Upanishads propose ever so many similes by 
which they wish to render the concept of creation 
or emanation more intelligible. One of the oldest 
similes applied to the production of the world from 
Brahman is that of the spidet drawing forth, that is 
producing, the web of the world from itself. If we 
were to say, No, the world was created out of Nothing, 
the Vedantist would say, By aU means; but he would 
i remind us that, if God is All in All, then even the 
Nothing could not be anything else, anything out- 
side the Absolute Being, for that Being cannot be 
conceived as encompassed or limited whether by any- 
thing or by nothing. 

Another simile which is meant to do away with 
what there is left of eflBcient, besides material causality 
in the simile of the spider, which after all 'wills 
the throwing out and drawing back of the threads 
of the world, is that of the hair growing from the 
skuU. 

Nor is the theory of what we, as the most recent 
invention, call Evolution or development, wanting in 
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tbe TJpanisliads. One of the most frequent similes 
used for this, is the change of milk into curds, the 
curds being nothing but the milk, only under a dif- 
ferent form. It was soon found, however, that this 
simile violated the postulate, that the One Being must 
not only be One, but that, if perfect in' itself, it must 
be unchangeable. Then a new theory came in, which 
is the theory adopted by jSahkara. It is distinguished 
by the name of Vivarta from the Parinl.ma or 
Evolution theory which is held by Mm^nupa. Vivarta 
means turning away. It teaches that the Supreme 
Being remains always unchanged, and that our be- 
lieving that anything else can exist beside it, arises 
from AvidyS., that is, Nescience. Most likely this 
AvidyS, or ignorance was at first conceived as purely 
subjective, for it is illustrated by the ignorance of 
a man who mistakes a rope for a snake. In this case 
the rope remains all the time what it is ; it is only 
our own ignorance which frightens us and determines 
our actions. In the same way Brahman always re- 
mains the same; it is our ignorance only which 
makes us see a phenomenal world and a phenomenal 
God. Another favourite simile is our mistaking 
mother-of-pearl for silver. The VedS-ntist says: We 
may take it for silver, but it always remains mother- 
of-pearl. So we may speak of the snake and the 
rope, or of the silver and the mother-of-pearl, as being 
one. And yet we do not mean that the rope has 
actually undergone a change, or has turned into a 
snake, or' that mother-of-pearl has turned into silver. 
After that, the Ved^ntists argue, that what the rope 
is to the snake, the Supreme Being is to the world 
(Nilakaiiii^ Gore, lib. cit., p. 179). They go on to 
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explain that when they hold that the world is Brah- 
man, they do not mean that Brahman is actually 
transformed into the world, for Brahman cannot 
change and cannot be transformed. They mean that 
Brahman presents itself as the world, or appears to 
be the world. The world’s reality is not its own, but 
Brahman’s ; yet Brahman is not the material cause 
of the world, as the spider is of the web, or the milk 
of the curds, or the sea of the foam, or the day of 
the jar which is made by the potter, but only the 
substratum, the illusorv material cause. There would 

I 

be no snake without the rope, there would be no 
world without Brahman, and yet the rope does not 
become a snake, nor does Brahman become the world. 
With the Vedintist the phenomenal and the nou- 
menal are essentially the shme. The sxlTer, as we 
perceive and call it, is the same as the mother-of- 
pearl; without the mother-of-pearl, there would be 
no silver for us. We impart to mother-of-pearl the 
name and the form of silver, and by the same process 
by which we thus create silver, the whole world was 
created by words and forms. A modern Ved&ntist, 
Pramadaddsa Mitra, employs another simile in order 
to explain to European scholar's the true meaning 
of the Ved4nta. ‘ A man,’ he says,' ‘is created a Peer, 
by being called a Peer, and being invested with a 
Peer’s robe. But what he really is, is not a Peer — ^he 
is what he always has been, a man — he is, as we 
should say, a man for all that.’ Pramadadisa Mitra 
concludes, ‘ In the same manner as we see that a Peer 
can be created, the whole world was created, by 
simply receiving name and form.’ If he had known 
Plato, instead of name and form, he would have 



300 


LECTUBE IX. 


spoken of ideas, as imparting form and name to what 
was before formless and nameless. 

Far be it from me to say that these similes or the 
theories which they are meant to adumbrate can be 
considered as a real solution of the old problem of 
the creation or of the relation between the absolute 
and the relative ; but after all we think very much in 
similes, and these VedS,ntie similes are at least original, 
and deserve a place by the side of many others. 
Besides, the Vedantist is by no means satisfied with 
these similes. He has elaborated his own plan of 
creation. He distinguishes a number of stages in the 
emanation of the world, but to us these stages are 
of less interest than the old similes. The first stage 
is called ^k^sa, which may be translated by ether, 
though it corresponds very nearly to what we mean 
by space. It is, we are told, all-pervading (vibhu), 
and often takes its place as the fifth element and 
therefore as something material. It is from this ether 
that air emanates {v^yu}, from air, fire (agni, teg&s), 
from fire, water (ipas), from water, earth (pj’ithivl or 
amiam, lit. food). Corresponding to these five ele- 
ments as objects, there emanate likewise from Brah- 
man the five senses, the sense of hearing correspond- 
ing to ether, the senses of touch and hearing as cor- 
responding to air, the senses of sight, touch, and 
hearing as corresponding to fire, the senses of taste, 
sight, touch, and hearing as corresponding to water, 
and lastly, the senses of smelling, tasting, seeing, 
tohehing, and hearing as corresponding to eaHk. 

After this emanation of the elements, and of the 
senses which correspond to them, has taken place. 
Brahman is supposed to enter into them. The indi- 
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vidual souls also, which after each return of the 
world into Brahman, continue to exist in Brahman, 
are supposed to awake from their deep slumber 
(m^y&mayi mah^ushupti), and to receive each ac- 
cording to its former works, a body, either divine, 
or human, or animal, or vegetable. Their subtle 
bodies then assume again some of the coarser ele- 
ments, and the. senses become developed and differen- 
tiated, while the Self or Atman keeps aloof, or 
remains as a simple witness of all the causes and 
effects which form the new body and its sur- 
roundings. Each 'body grows by absorbing portions 
of the coarser elementary substances, everything 
grows, decays, and changes, bnt the grown-up man 
is nevertheless the same as the young child or the 
embi'yo, because the Self, the witness in all its aloof- 
ness, remains throughout the same. The embryo, 
or the germ of the embryo, was, as we saw in a former 
lecture, supposed to have entered into the father in 
•■he shape of heavenly food, conveyed by the rain 
from the sky or the moon. When it has been ab- 
scrbed by man. it assumes the nature of seed, and 
while dwoliing in womb of a mother changes its 
subtle body into a material body. Whenever this 
material body decays again and dies, the soul with 
its subtle body leaves it, but though free from the 
material body, it retains its moral responsibility, and 
remains liable to the consequences of the acts which 
it performed while in the coarse material body. These 
consequences are good or evil ; if good, the soul may 
be born in a more perfect state, nay, even a divine 
being and enjoy divihe immortality, may, in fact 
become a god like Inara and the rest ; but even that 
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divine immortality ■will have an end whenever the 
universal emanation returns to Brahman. 

If we distinguish, as many philosophers have done, 
between existence (Dasein) and Being (Sein), then all 
being is Brahman, nothing can be except Brahman, 
while all that exists is simply an illusory, not a 
real modification of Brahman, anii is caused by name 
and form (nS,ma-rfipa). The whole world is therefore 
said to be v^MrambhaTia, beginning -with the word, the 
word being here taken in the sense -of idea, or concept 
or Logos. We must never forget that the world is 
ordy what it is conceived to be, or what by name and 
‘A',n it has been made to be, while from the highest 
pw'>! of view all these names and forms vanish, when 
the Samyagdarsana, the true knowledge, arises, and 
everything becomes kno-wn as Brahman only. We 
should probably go a step further, and ask, whence 
the names ^nd forms, and whence aU that phantas- 
magoria of unreality? The VedS,ntist has but one 
answer : it is simply due to A vidy^, to nescience ; and 
this nescience too is not real or eternal, it is only for 
a time, and it vanishes by knowledge. We cannot 
deny the fact, though we cannot explain the cause. 
There are again plenty of similes which the Ved&ntist 
produces ; but similes do not explain facts. For in- 
stance, Wo see names and forms in a dream, and yet 
they are not real. As soon as we awake, they vanish, 
and we know they were but dreams. Again, we 
imagine in the dark that we see a serpent and try 
to run away, but as soon as there is light, we are no 
longer frightened, we know that it is a rope only. 
Or i^in, there are certain affections of the eye, when 
the eye sees two moons. We know that there can be 
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only one, as we know that there can be only on© 
Brahman; but till our eyes are really cured, we cannot 
help seeing two moons. 

Again, it seems that Indian jugglers knew how to 
make people believe that they saw two or tJiree 
jugglers, while there was only one. The juggler 
himself remained one, knew himself to be one only, 
like Brahman, but to the spectators he appeared as 
many. 

There is another simile to which I have already 
alluded. If blue or red colour touches a pure crystal, 
however much we may be convinced that the crystal 
is pure and transparent, we cannot separate the blue 
colour from it till we remove all surrounding objects, 
like the up^dhis or surroundings of the soul. But all 
these are similes only, and with us there would 
always remain the question, Whence this nescience ? 

Brahman and AiFid3r& the Cause of the Bheuomeual World. 

The Ved^ntist is satisfied with the conviction that 
for a time Vv are, as a matter of fact, nescient, and 
what he cares for chiefly is to find out, not how that 
nescience arose, but how it can be removed. After 
a time that nescience or AvidyS. came to be considered 
as a kind of independent power, called Md,yS,, illusion ; 
she became even a woman. But in the beginning M-kyk 
meant nothing but absence of true knowledge, that is, 
absence of the knowledge of Brahman. 

From the Ved^ntist point of view, however, there is 
no real diflferenqe between cause and effect. Though 
he might admit that Brahman is the cause, and tiie 
phenomenal world the effect, he would at once qualify 
that admission by saying that cause and effect must 
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never be considered as different in substance, that 
Brahman always remains the same, whether looked 
upon as cause or as effect, just as the substance is the 
same in milk and curds, though from our nescience 
we may call the one cause, and the other effect. 

You see that if we once grant to the Ved^tist that 
there exists one Infinite Being only, it follows that there 
is no room for anything else by the side of it, and that 
in some way or other the Infinite or Brahman must 
be everywhere and everything. 

Tlie Bssence of Him. 

There is only one thing which seems to assert its 
independence, and that is the subjective Seff, the Self 
within us, not the Ego or the peraon, but what lies 
behind the Ego and behind the person. Every possible 
view as to what man really is, that has been put 
forward by other philosophers, is carefully examined 
and rejected by the Vedantist. It had been held that 
what constituted the essence of man was a body 
endowed with intelligence, or the intellectual organs 
of sense, or the mind (manas) or mere knowledge, or 
even absolute emptiness, or again the individual soul 
reaching beyond the body, active and passive in its 
various states, or the Self that suffers and enjoys. 
But not one of these views is approved of by the 
Vedflntist. It is impossible, he says, to deny the 
existence of a Self in man, for be who denies it would 
himself be that Self which he denies. No Self can 
deny itself. But as there is no room in the world for 
anyibing but Brahman, the Infinite Being, it follows 
that the Self of can b6 nothing but that very 
Brahman in its entirety, not only a portion or a 



THE VEdInTA-PHILOSOPHY. 


305 


modification of it, so that whatever applies to Brah- 
man applies also to the Self in man. As Brahman is 
altogether knowledge, so is the SeK ; as Brahman is 
omnipresent or all-pervading (vibhu), so is the Self. 
As Brahman is omniscient and omnipotent, so is the 
Self. As Brahman is neither active nor passive, neither 
enjoying nor suffering, so is the Self, or rather, so must 
be the Self, if it is what it is, the only thing that it 
can be, namely Brahman. If for the present the Self 
seems to be different, seems to be suffering and en- 
joying, active and passive, limited in knowledge and 
power, this can be the result of nescience only, or 
jf a belief in the Up^dhis or hindrances of true 
Knowledge. It is owing to these TJp^dhis that the 
omnipresent Self in the individual is not omnipresent, 
but confined to the heart; is not omniscieht, is not 
omnipotent, but ignorant and weak; is not an in- 
different witness, but active and passive, a doer and 
an enjoyer, and fettered or determined by its former 
works. Sometimes it seems as if the TJpS,dhis were 
the cause of nescience, but in reality it is nescience 
that causes the Up^dhis These Upftdhis or in- 
cumbrances are, besides the outer world, and the 
coarse body, the mukhya prllwa, the vital spirit, 
the Manas, mind, the Indriyas, the senses. These 
three together form the vehicle of the soul after 
death, and supply the germ for a new life. The 
sukshmasarira, the fine body, in which they dwell, 
is invisible, yet material, extended, and transparent 
(p. 506). I believe it is this fine body, the sukshma- 
sarira, which the modem Theosophists have changed 


’ Ved. Sfltras III. 2, 15, upadhinam fcavidyapratyupasthitatvat. 
(4) X 
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into their astral body, taking the theories of the 
ancient JRishis for matters of fact. It is called the 
^sraya or abode of the soul, it conwsts of the finest 
paiis of the elements that form the gem of the body 
(dehavi^lLni bhfitasfikshmi'n-i), or, according to some 
passages, it consists of water (p. 401), or something 
like water. This fine body never quits the soul, and 
so long as the world (sams^a) lasts, the soul dothed 
in this fine body assumes new and coarser bodies 
again and again. Even when it has reached the path 
of the gods and the throne of Brahman, the soul is 
still supposed to be dothed in its fine body. This fine 
body, however, consists not only of the faculties of 
sensuous perception (indriyS.'id), of mind (manas), and 
of vital breath (mukhyapr^na), but its character is 
likewise determined by former acts, by k arm an. 

K&sm&n or 

In the Pfirvamim&ms^ this continuity between acts 
and their consequences is called Apfirva, literally, that 
which did not exist before, but was brought about in 
this li^e or in a former life. When the work has been 
done and is past, but its efiect has not yet taken place, 
there remains something which after a time is certain 
to produce a result, a pimishment for evil deeds, a 
reward for good deeds. This idea of G'aimini is not, 
however, adopted without modification by Bji.darllya'Wa. 
Anothci teacher attributes rewards and punishments 
of former to the influence of Isvara, the lord, 
though admitti% a^t the same time that the Lord or 
the Creator of the world does no more thah superintend 
the universal working of cause and effect. This is 
explamed by the following illustration. We see a 
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plant springing from its seed, growing, flowering, and 
at last dying. But it does not die altogether. Some- 
thing is left, the seed, and in order that this seed 
may live and thrive rain is necessary. What is 
thus achieved hy the rain in the vegetable world, 
is supposed to be achieved by the Lord in the moral 
world, in fact in the whole creation. Without God 
or without the rain, the seed would not grow at all, 
but that it grows thus or thus is not due to the mn, 
but to the seed itself. 

And this serves in the VedS,nta-philosophy as a 
kind of solution for the problem of the existence of 
evil in the world. God is not the author of evU, Ho 
did not create the evil, but He simply illowed or 
enabled the good or evil deeds of former worlds to 
beai' fruit in this world. The Creator therefore does 
not in His creation act at random, but is guided in 
His acts by the determining influence of karman or 
work done. 


Siffereat States of tbe Soril. 

We have stiE to consider some rather fenciful 
theories with regard to the different states of the 
individual soul. It is said to exist in four states, in 
a state of wakefulness or awareness, of dream, of deep 
sleep, and, lastly, of death. In the state of wake- 
fulness the soul dweUing in the heart pervades the 
whole body, knowing and acting by means of the 
mind (manas) and the senses (indriyas). In the state 
of dreaming, the soul uses the mind only, in which 
the senses have been absorbed, and, moving thi’ough 
the veins of the body, sees the impressions (v&sanas) 
left by the senses during the state of wakefulness. In 

Xa 
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the third stage the soul is altogether freed from the 
mind also, both the mind and the senses are absorbed 
in the vital spirit, which alone continues active in the 
body, while the soul, now free from all upMhis or 
fetters, returns for a time to Brahman within the 
heart. On awaking, however, the soul loses its 
temporary identity with Brahman, and becomes again 
what it was before, the individual souL 

In the fourth state, that of death, the senses are 
absorbed in the mind, the’ mind in the vital spirit, 
the vital spirit in the moral vehicle of the soul, and 
the soul in the fine body (sfikshmasarlra). When 
this absorption or union has taken place, the ancient 
Vedantists believe that the point of the heart becomes 
luminous so as to illuminate the path on which the 
soul with its surrounding (upS,dbis) escapes fi’om the 
body. The Soul or Self which obtains true knowledge 
of the Highest Self, regains its identity with the 
Highest Self, and then enjoys what even in the 
Upani&hads and before the rise of Buddhism is called 
Nirvana or eternal peace. 

KramarntLlcti. 

It is generally supposed that this idea of NirvS.?ia 
is peculiar to Buddhism, but like many Buddhist 
ideas, this also can be shown to have its roots in the 
Vedic world. If this Nirvd.wa is obtained step by 
step, beginning with the Path of the Fathers, or the 
Path of the Gods, then leading to a blissful life in the 
world of Brahman and then to the true knowledge of 
the identity of Atman, the soul, with Brahman, it is 
called Kramamukti, i.e. gradual liberation. 
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But the same knowledge may be obtained in this 
life also, in the twinkling of an eye, without waiting 
for death, or for resurrection and ascension to the world 
of the fathem, the gods, and the god Brahman ; and 
this state of knowledge and liberation, if obtained 
by a man while still in the body, is called by later 
philosophers (rivanmukti, life-liberation. 

It may take place in this life, without the help 
of death, and without what is called the UtkrSnti 
or the Exodus of the soul. 

The explanation given of this state of pei-fcct 
spiritual freedom, while the soul is still in the body, 
is illustrated by the simile of a potter’s wheel, whieli 
goes on moving for a time, even though the impetus 
that set it going has ceased. The soul is free, but the 
works of a former existence, if they have once begun 
to bear fruit, must go on bearing fruit till they are 
quite exhausted, while other works which have not 
yet begun to bear fruit may be entirely burnt up by 
knowledge. 

If we ask whether this Nirv^-na of the Brahman 
means absorption or annihilation, the Ved^ntist, 
different from the Buddhist, would not admit either. 
The soul is not absorbed in Brahman, because it has 
never left Brahman; there can be nothing different 
from Brahman; nor can it be annihilated, because 
Brahman cannot be annihilated, and the soul has 
always been nothing but Brahman in all its fulness ; 
the new knowledge adds nothing to what the soul 
always was, nor does it take away anything except 
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that ne^cienee -which for a time darkened the self- 
knowledge of the soul. 

These li-dng freed souls enjoy perfect happiness 
and ease, though still imprisoned in the body. They 
have obtained true Nirv&Tia, that is, freedom from 
passion and immunity from being bom again. Thus 
the BrfhadSra'nyaka-tJpanishad IV. 4, 6 says: ‘He 
who is -without desire, free from desire, whose desires 
have been fulfilled, whose desire is the self, his vital 
spirits do not emigrate ; being Brahman, he becomes 
Brahman.’ 

We should ask at once. Does then the soul, after it 
has obtained the knowledge of its true essence, retain 
its personality) 

V«r8oxuait7 of fbo Soul. 

But such a question is impossible for the true 
Ved^tist. For terrestrial personality is to him a fetter 
and a hindrance, and freedom from that fetter is the 
highest object of his philosophy, is the highest bliss 
to which the Ved^ntist aspires. That freedom and 
that highest bliss are simply the result of true know- 
ledge, of a kind of divine self-recollection. Everything 
else remains as it is. It is true the VedS,ntist speaks 
of the indi-vidual soul as poured into the Universal 
Soul like pure water poured into pure water. The 
two can no longer be distinguished by name and 
form; ;^et'the Veddntist lays great stress on the fact 
that the pure water is not lost in the pure water, as 
little as the Atman is lost in Brahman. As Brah- 
man^ is pure knowledge and consciousness, so is 
the Atman, when freed, pure knowledge and con- 

* Klly&^tipalabdliisvariipa. BeTissen, p. 346. 
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sciousness, while in the body it is limited knowledge 
and limited conscionsnessj bmited personality only. 
Anything like separateness from Brahman is impossi- 
ble, for Brahman is all in all. 

Whatever we may think of this philosophy, we 
cannot deny its metaphysical boldness and its logical 
consistency. If Brahman is all in aU, the One without 
a second, nothing can be said to exist that is not 
Brahman. There is no room for anything outside 
the Infinite and the Universal, nor is there room for 
two Infinites, for the Infinite in nature and the 
Infinite in man. There is end there can be one 
Infinite, one Brahman only ; this is the beginning and 
end of the Veddnta, and I doubt whether Natural 
Religion can reach or has ever reached a higher point 
than that reached by ^SJahkara, as an interpreter of 
the Upanishads. 



LECTUEE X, 

THE TWO SCHOOLS OF THE VEBInTA.. 
XSQ,tiivacal ^Passages ia fhe ITpaiiisliads. 

I H laying before you a short outline of the YedSnta- 
philosophy, I had several times to call your 
attention to what I called the equivocality which is per- 
ceptible in the Upanishads, and likewise in the Ved^nta- 
shtras. In one sense everything that exists may be 
considered as Brahman, only veiled by nescience, while 
in another sense nothing that exists is Brahman in 
its true and real character. This equivocality applies 
with particular force to the individual soul and to the 
Creator. The individual soul would be nothing if it 
were not Brahman, yet nothing of what is predicated 
of the individual soul can be predicated of Brahman. 
A great portion of the Ved^nta-shtras is occupied with 
what I may be called philosophical exegesis, that is, 
with an attempt to determine whether certain passages 
in the XJpanishads i-efer to the individual soul or to 
Brahman. Considering that the individual soul has been 
and will be, in fact always is, Brahman, if only it knew 
it, it is generally possible to argue that what is said of 
the individual spul, is in the end said of Brahman. 
The same applies to the personal iGod, the Creator, or 
as he is commonly called, t^ara, the Lord. He, too, is 
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in reality Brahman, so that hei’e again many thin^ 
predicated of him may in the end be referred to 
Brahman, the Supreme Being, in its non-phenomenal 
character. 

This amphiboly of thought and expression has found 
its final expression in the two schools which for many 
centuries have claimed to be the true representatives 
of the Vedanta, that of /Sankara and that of R^m^- 
nugra. I have generally followed the guidance of 
/Sankara, as he seems to me to carry the Vedanta 
doctrine to the highest point, but I feel bound to say 
that Professor Thibaut has proved that E^m&nugfa 
is on many points the more faithful interpreter 
of the Vedinta-sfitras. /Sankara is the' more philo- 
sophical head, while Eam^u^a has become the suc- 
cessful founder of one of the most popular religious 
sects, chiefly, it seems, because he did not carry the 
Vedanta to its last consequences, and because he man- 
aged to reconcile his more metaphysical speculations 
with the religious worship of certain popular deities, 
which he was ready to accept as symbolical represen- 
tations of the Universal Godhead. Nor was E4m^- 
nugra a mere dissentient from Eankara. He claimed 
for his interpretation of the Vedllnta the authority of 
philosophers more ancient even than /Sankara, and, of 
course, the authority of the Ved^nta-sutras them- 
selves, if only rightly understood, Rim§.nugra’s fol- 
lowers do not possess now, so far as I know, manu- 
scripts of any of these more ancient commentaries, but 
there is no reason to doubt that Bodh&yana and other 
philosophers to whom E^m§.nugra appeals, were real 
characters and in their time influential teachers of the 
VedSnta. 
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i^xL&ara and 

B&minu^a and iSafikara agree, of course, on many 
points, yet tlie points on whicli they differ possess a 
peculiar interest. They are not mere matters of 
interpretation with regard to the Shtras or the Upani- 
shads, hut involve important principles. Both are 
strictly monistic philosophers, or^ at all events, try 
hard to be so. They both hold that there exists aind 
that there can exist but one Absolute Being, which 
supports all, comprehends all, and must help to explain 
all. They differ’, however, as to the way in which the 
phenomenal universe is to be explaiued. ;S^ahkara is 
the more consistent monist. According to him. Brah- 
man or ParamS,tman, the Highest Self, is always one 
and the same, it cannot change, and therefore aU the 
diversity of the phenomenal wor^d is phenomenal 
only, or, as it may also be called, illusory, the result 
of avidy4 or of unavoidable nescience. They both 
hold that whatever is real in this unreal world is 
Brahman. Without Brahman even this unreal world 
would be impossible, or; as we should say, there could 
be nothing phenomenal, unless there was something 
noumenal. But as there can be no change or variance 
in the Supreme Being, the varying phenomena of the 
outer world, as well as the individual souls that are 
bom into the world, are not to be considered either 
as portions or as modifications of Brahman, They are 
things that could not be without Brahman; their 
deepest self lies in Brahman ; but what they appear 
to be is, according to /Sankara, the result of nescience, 
of erroneous perception and equally erroneous concep- 
tion. Here E§,m^ugfa differs. He admits that all 
that really exists is Brahman, and that there is and 
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can be nothing besides Brahman, but he does not 
ascribe the elements of plurality in the phenomenal 
world, including individual souls, to nescience, but to 
Brahman itsell 

Braliman becomes in fact, in the mind of B^mS-nugra, 
not only the cause, but the real source of all that exists, 
and according to him the variety of the phenomenal 
world is a manifestation of what lies hidden in Brah- 
man. All that thinks and all that does not think, the 
Mt and the aMt, are real modes (prak&ra) of Brahman. 
He is the antary4min,the inwardrulerof the material 
and the immaterial world. All individual souls are 
real manifestations of the unseen Brahman, and will 
preserve their individual character through all time 
and eternity. B^m^nu^a admits the great renovations 
of the world. At the end of each kalpa, all that exists 
is wrapt up for a time (during the pralaya) in Brah- 
man, ta appear again as soon as Brahman wills a new 
world (kalpa). The individual souls will then be once 
more embodied, and receive bodies according to their 
good or evil deeds in a former life. Their final reward 
is an approach to Brahman, as described in the old 
IJpanishads, and a life in a celestial paradise free from 
all danpr of a return to a new birth. There is no- 
thing higher than that, according to BAm^nugra, 

^afikara’s Brahman on the contrary is entirely free 
from differences, and does not contain in itself the 
seeds of the phenomenal world. It is without quali- 
ties. Not even thought can be predicated of Brah- 
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man, though, intelligence constitutes its essence. All 
that seems manifold and endowed with qualities is 
the result of Avidy^ or Nescience, a power which can- 
not be called either real or unreal ; a power that is 
altogether inconceivable, but the workings of which 
are seen in the phenomenal world. What is called 
Isvara or the Lord by EAmS,nugra is, according to 
jSSahkara, Brahman, as represented by AvidyS. or 
a personal creator and ruler of the world. Kds which 
with KHm^nugra is the Supreme Being, is in the eyes of 
jS^ahkara the Lower Brahman only, the qualified or 
phenomenal Brahman. This distinction between the 
Param and the Aparam Brahman, the Higher and the 
Lower Brahman, does not exist for BAmanu^fa, while 
it forms the essential feature of /Sankara’s VedAntism. 
According to /Sankara, individual souls with their ex- 
perience of an objective world, and that objective 
world itself, are aU false and the result of AvidyA ; they 
possess what is called a vyAvahArika or practical 
reality, but the individual souls (giva) as soon as they 
become enlightened, cease to identify themselves with 
their bodies, their senses, and their intellect, and per- 
ceive and enj oy their pure origmal Brahmahood. They 
then, after having paid their debt for former deeds and 
misdeeds, after having enjoyed their rewards in the 
presence of the qualified Brahman and in a celestial 
paradise, reach final rest in Brahman. Or they may 
even in this life enter at once into their rest in Brah- 
man, if only they have learnt from the VedAnta that 
their true Self is the same and has always been 
the same as the Highest Sellj and the Highest 
Brahman. 

What has often been quoted as the shortest sum- 
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mary of the Vedinta in a couple of lines, represents 

the Vedanta of Sankara, not of MmS.nu^a* 

* In half a couplet I will declare what has been declared in mil- 
lions of volumes, 

Brahma is true, the world is false, the soul is Brahma and is 
nothing else/ 

iSloMrdhena pravakshyami yad uktam granthakohbhiA 

Brahma satyam ^agan mithya, s^ivo brahmaiva n^param^. 

This is really a very perfect summary. It means: 
What tioily and really exists is Brahman, the One 
Absolute Being ; the world is false, or rather is not 
what it seems to be ; that is, everything that is pre- 
sented to us by the senses is phenomenal and relative, 
and can be nothing else. The soul agaih, or rather 
every man’s soul, though it may seem to be this or 
that, is in reality nothing but Brahman. 

This is the (juintessenee of the Vedllnta; the only 
thing wanting in it is an account as to how the 
phenomenal and the individual comes to be at all, 
and in what relation it stands to what is absolutely 
real, to Brahman. 

It is on this point ^Sankara and R^mS,nugra differ, 
Eam^nu^ra holding the theory of evolution, the 
Parin^ma-v^da, /Sankara the theory of illusion, the 
Vivarta-vada. 

Intimately connected with this diffprence between 
the two great Ved&ntist teachers, is another difference 
as to the nature of God, as the Creator of the world. 
Ba,mSnu5fa knows but one Brahman, and this, accord- 
ing to him, is the Lord, who creates and rules the 
world. Sankara admits two Brahmans, the lower and 
the higher, though in their essence they are but one. 

* A liaivyruA Sefutaizon of the Hindu Phttosophuxd Systems, by Nehe- 
miah Hilakantta Gore, tianslated by Pita-Edward HaU. Calcutta, 
looL, 
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Great as these differences on certain points of the 
Ved4nta-philosophy may seem between jSankara and 
E4minugra, they vanish if we enter more deeply into 
this ancient problem. Or rather we can see that the 
two meant much the same, though they expressed 
themselves in different ways. Though ^ahkara looks 
upon the individual soul and the personal God or 
Isvara as, like everything else, the result of Avidyib, 
nescience, or M^y4, illusion, we must remember that 
what he calls unreal is noi more than what we should 
call phenomenal. His vy^vah^ka, or practical world, 
is no more unreal than our phenomenal world, though 
we distinguish it from the noumenal, or the Bing an 
sick. It is as real as anything presented to us by our 
senses ever can be. Nor is the vyavah&rika or jiheno- 
menal God more unreal than the God whom we igno- 
rantly worship. AvidyS. or nescience with iS'ahkara 
produces really the same effect as pari«4ma or evolu- 
tion with E&m^nug'a. With him there always remains 
the unanswered question why Brahman, the perfect 
Being, the only Being that can claim reality, should 
ever have been subjected to parinama or change, why, 
as Blato asks in the Sophist and the Parmenides, the one 
should ever have become many; while iSahkara is more 
honest in confessing, though indirectly, our ignorance 
in ascribing all that we cannot undei-stand in the 
phenomenal world to that principle of Nescience which 
is inherent in our nature, nay without which we should 
not be what we are. To know this AvidyH consti- 
tutes the highest wisdom which we can reach in this 
life, whether we follow the teaching of jSafikara or 
of Sokrates or St. Paul. The old problem 
remains the same whether we say that the unchange- 



THE TWO SCHOOLS OF THE VEDIHTA. 319 


able Brahman 'is changed, though we are ignorant 
how, or whether we say that it is due to ignorance 
that the unchangeable Brahman seems to be changed. 
We have to choose between accepting Avidy& as a fact 
not to be accounted for, or accepting change in the 
perfect Being as a fact not to be accounted for. This, 
however, would carry us into fields of philosophy 
which have never been cultivated by Indian thinkers, 
and where they would decline to follow us. 

But whatever we may think of their Ved&ntio specu- 
lations, we cannot but admire the fearless consistency 
with which these ancient philosophers, anid more par- 
ticularly ^Sahkara, argue from their premisses. If 
Brahman is all in all, they say — if Brahman is the only 
real Being — then the world also must be Brahman, 
the only question being, how? /SSaAkara is quite con- 
sistent when he says that without Brahman the world 
would be impossible, just as we should say that with- 
out the absolutely real the relatively real would be 
impossible. And it is very important to observe 
that the Vedintist does not go so far as certain Bud- 
dhist philosophers who look upon the phenomenal 
world as simply nothing. No, their world is real, 
only it is not what it seems to bp. /Sankara 
for the phenomenal world a reality sufficient for all 
practical purposes (vyivahjiiika}, sufficient to deter- 
mine our practical life, our moral obligations, nay even 
our belief in a manifested or revealed God. 

There is a veil, but the Ved^ta-philosophy teaches 
us that the eternal light behind it can always be per- 
ceived more or less darkly, or more or less clearly, 
through philosophical knowledge. It can be per- 
ceived, because in reality it is always there. It bun 



320 


LECTURE X. 


been, said that tbe personal or manifested God of the 
Ved^ntistsj whether they call Him Is vara, Lord, or 
any other name, possesses no absolute, but a relative 
reality only — that he is, in fact, the result of Avidyi 
or Nescience. This is true. But this so-called relative 
reality is again sufficient for all practical and religious 
purposes. It is as real as anything, when known by us, 
can be real. It is as real as anything that is called real 
in ordinary language. The few only who have grasped 
the reality of the One Absolute Being, have any right to 
say that it is not absolutely real. The V edantist is very 
careful to distinguish between two kinds of reality. 
There is absolute reality which belongs to Brahman 
only; there is phenomenal reality which belongs to 
God or tsvara as Creator and to aU which he created 
as known to us ; and there is besides, what he 
would call utter emptiness or shnyatva, which with 
the Buddhists represents the essence of the world, but 
which the Vedantist classes with the mirage of the 
desert, the horns of a hare, or the son of a barren 
woman. Whenever he is asked whether he looks 
upon the Creator and his works as not absolutely 
real, he always falls back on this that the Creator and 
the creation are the Absolute itself, only seeming to 
be conditioned. The phenomenal attaches to their 
appearance only, which translated into our language 
would mean that we can know God only as He is 
revealed in His works or as He appears to oi^r human 
understanding, but never in His absolute reality. 
Only while with us the absence of knowledge is 
subjective, with the Hindu it has become an objec- 
tive power. He would say to the modem Agnostic : 
We quite agree with you as far as facts are concerned, 
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but while you are satisfied with the mere statement 
that we, as human, beings, are nescient, we in India 
have asked the further question, whence that IT^cience, 
or what has made us nescient, or what is the cause, 
for a cause there must be, that we cannot know the 
Absolute, such as it is. By calling that cause Avidy ^ 
or M^y ^ the Agnostics might say that the VedS.ntists 
do not gain much ; still they gain this, that this uni- 
versal Agnosis is recognised as a cause, and as dis- 
tinct both from the subject, as knowing, and from the 
objects, as known. We should probably say that the 
cause of Agnosia or of our limited and conditional 
knowledge lies in the subject, or in the very nature of 
what we mean by knowledge, and it was from this very 
point of view that Kant determined the limits and con- 
ditions of knowledge as peculiar to the human mind. 

Though by a different way, the Ved^tist arrived 
really in the end at the same result as Kant and more 
recent philosophers who hold with Kant that ‘our 
experience supplies us only with modes of the Uncon- 
ditioned as presented under the conditions of our con- 
sciousness.' ^t is these conditions or limitations of 
human consciousness which were expressed in India 
by AvidyA Sometimes this Avidy^ is represented as 
a power withih the Divine (dev4tma-sakti, VodSnta- 
s^, p. 4); sometimes, by a kfiid of mythological 
metamorphosis, the Avidyfl or M^y& has become per- 
sonified, a power, as it were, independent of ourselves, 
yet determining us in every act of sensuous intuition 
and rational conception. When the VedAitist says 
that the relative reality of the world is vy§,vj^A^ika, 
that is practical or sufficient for all practiced purposes, 
we should probably say that ‘ though reality under the 
(4) Y 
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forms of oor consciousness is but a conditioned effect of 
the absolute reality, yet tiiis conditioned effect stands 
in indissoluble relation with its unconditioned cause, 
and being eauaUy persistent with it, so long as the 
conditions persist, is to consciousness supplying these 
conditions, equally real/ 

It may seem strange to find the results of the philo- 
sophy of Kant and his folio wei's thus anticipated under 
varying expressions in the Upanishads and in the 
VedlLntarphilosophy of ancient India The treatment 
of these world-old problems differs no doubt in the 
hands of modem and ancient thinkers, but the start- 
ing-points are really the same, and the final results are 
much the same. In these comparisons we cannot 
expect the advantages which a really genealogical 
treatment of religious and philosophical problems 
yields us. We cannot go back by a continuous road 
from Kant to /Sankara, as if going back from pupil to 
teacher, or even from antagonists to the authorities 
which, they criticise or attack. But when that treat- 
ment is impossible, what I call the analogical treat- 
ment is often very usefuL As it is useful to compare 
the popular legends and superstitious customs of 
people who lived in Europe and Australia, Mid between 
whom no genealogical relationship is conceivable, it 
is instructive also to watdi the philosophical problems, 
as they have been treated independently in different 
f.iiTVfta and in localities between which no intellectual •- 
contact can possibly be suspected. At first no doubt 
the language and the method of the Upanishads seem 
so strange that any comparison with the fihiloBophical 
language and method of our hemisphere seems out 
of the quMtion. It sounds strange to us when the 
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Upanishads speak of the soul emerging from the veins, 
ascending to the moon, and after a long and danger- 
ous journey approaching at last the throne of God ; it 
sounds stranger stiU when the soul is made to say to 
a personal God, ‘ I am what Thou art, Thou art the 
Self, I am the Self, Thou art the True, I am the True.’ 
Yet it is only the old Eleatie argument carried out 
consistently, that if there is but one Infinite or one 
God, the soul also can in its true essence be nothing 
but God. Religions which are founded on a belief in 
a transcendent yet personal God, naturally shrink 
from this conclusion as irreverent and as almost im- 
pious. Yet this is their own fault. They have first 
created an unapproachable Deity, and they are 
afterwards afraid to approach it ; they have made an 
abyss between the human and the divine, and they 
dare not cross it. This was not so in the early cen^ 
turies of Christianity. Remembering the words of 
Christ, ’Eycb ev avTols, koX aii Iv iva uktiv TeTeXemixivoi 
els h, ‘lia them and thou in me, that they be made 
perfect in one,’ Athanasius declared, De Incaryi. Yerbi 
Dei, 54, Kvrbs (6 rod deov Aoyosj eTrr]v6pcoTTrj(rev tva ^/xeis 
decmQi.r]6&fiev, ‘He, the Logos or Word of God, became 
man that we might become God.’ In more recent 
times also similar ideas have found expression in 
sacred poetry, though more or less veiled in meta- 
phorical language. Not more than 200 years ago 
there was that noble school of Christian Platonists 
who rendered Cambridge famous in aU Christendom. 
They thought the same thoughts and used almost the 
same language as the authors of the Upanishads 2000 
years ago, and as the Indian Ved^nta-philosophers 
about 1000 years ago, nay as some solitary thinkers 

Y a 
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to be found at Benares to the present day. The 
following lines of Henry More might have been 
written by a Ved^ta-philosopher in India : 

< Hence tlie sours nature we may plainly see: 

A beam It is of the Intellectual Sun. 

A ray indeed of that Aetemity, 

But such a ray as when it first out shone 
From a free light its shining date begun.' 

And again : 

*But yetj my Muse, still take an higher flight, 

Sing of Platonick Faith in the first Good, 

That faith that doth our souls to God unite 
So strongly, tightly, that the rapid flood 
Of this swift finx of things, nor with foul mud 
Oan stain, nor strike us off from th' unity 
Wherein we steadfast stand, unaliaked, unmoTed, 
Engrafted by a deep vitality, ^ 

The prop and stay of things in God's benignity/ 

The Vedanta-philosophy, as we saw, is very rich in 
similes and metaphors, but no philosophy has at the 
same time so courageously removed ail metaphorical 
veils, when .the whole trath had to be revealed, as the 
Vedanta, particularly iu the moubh ox iSahkara. j:\ud 
what is peculiar to the Ved&nta is that, with all its 
boldness in speaking unmetaphorieal language, it has 
never ceased to be a religion. 

The Vedinta sanctioned a, belief in Brahman as a 
masculine, as an objective deity, or as an tsvara, the 
Lord, the creator and ruler of the world. It went 
even ■'nrther and 'encouraged a worship of the Highest 
Brahm.i' under certain pratikas, that is, under cer- 
tain names x r forms or persons, nay even under the 
names of popular deities. It prescribed certain moans 
of grace, and thereby introduced a system of moral 
discipline, the absence of which in purely metaphysical 
systems, is often urged as their most dangerous 
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characteristic. TJhe Ved^ntist would say that the 
truly enlightened and released soul, after finding its 
true home in Brahman, could not possibly commit sin 
or even claim merit for its good deeds. We read 
(Brih. Ar. IV. 4, 23), ‘ He who has found the trace or 
the footstep (of Brahman) is not sullied by any evil 
deed.’ And again : ‘ He that knows it, after having 
become quiet, satisfied, patient, and collected, sees 
self in Self, sees all as Seif. Evil does not burn him, 
he burns all evil. Free from evil, free from spots, free 
from doubt, he becomes a true BjAhmaTia, his self is 
at rest in the Highest Self.’ 

Moral Clmracter of tlie Yedinta. 

To guard against the dangers of self-deceit, the 
VedS,ntists prescribe a very strict moral discipline as 
the essejUtial condition of the obtainment of the 
highest ^owledge. In the Upanishads (Brih. Ar. lY. 
4, 22) v^e read : ‘ Br&hmans seek' to know Him by the 
study of the Veda, by sacrifice, by gifts, by penance, 
by fasting, and he who knows Him becomes a sage. 
Wishing for that world (of Brahman) only, they leave 
their homes ais mendicants. The people of old, know- 
ing this, did not wish for offspring. What shall we 
do with offspring, they said, we who have this Self 
and are no longer of this world ? And having risen 
above the desire for sons, wealth, and new worlds, 
they wander about as mendicants.’ 

Here you find again in the Upanishad all the germs 
of Buddhism. The recognised name of mendicant, 
Bhikshu, is the name afterwards adopted by the 
foUowera of Buddha. 

The danger that liberty of the spirit might de- 



836 


LECTUEi: X. 


generate into licence, existed no doubt in India as 
elsewhere. But nowhere were greater precautions 
taken against it than in India. First of all there was 
the probation, through which every youth had to pass 
for years in the house of his spiritual teacher. Then 
followed the life of the married man or householder, 
strictly regulated by priestly control. And then only 
when old age approached, began the time of spiritual 
freedom, the life in the forest, which brought release 
from ceremonial and religious restriction, but at the 
same time, strict discipline, nay more than discipline, 
penance of every kind, torture of the body, and strictly 
regulated meditation. 

Six requirements were considered essential before a 
Br&hman could hope to attain true knowledge, viz. 
tranquillity (sama), taming of the passions (dama), 
resignation (uparati), patience (titikshS,), collection 
(samS.dhi), and faith (si’addhfi.). All these preparatory 
stages are minutely described, and their object is 
throughout to draw the thoughts away from things 
external, and to produce a desire for spiritual freedom 
(mumukshatva), and to open the eyes of the soul to 
its true nature. It must be clearly understood that 
all these means of grace, whether external, such as 
sacrifice, study, penance, or internal, such as patience, 
collection, and faith, cannot by themselves produce 
true knowledge, but that they serve to prepare the 
mind to receive that knowledge, 

Praotioait. 

It is well known that in India the perfect absorp- 
tion of thought into the supreme spirit is accompanied, 
or rather preceded, by a number of more or less pain- 
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ful practices, which ai’e fully described in their ancient 
catechisms (in the Yoga-shtras, &c.), and which con- 
tinue to be practised to the present day in India. I 
believe that from a pathological point of view there is 
nothing mysterious in any of the strange effects pro- 
duced by restraining or regulating the breathing, 
fixing the eyes on certain points, sitting in peculiar 
positions, and abstaining from food. But these things, 
which have of late attracted so much attention, are of 
small interest to the philosopher, and are apt to lead 
to much self-deceit, if not to intentional deception. 
The Hindus themselves are quite familiar with the 
extraordinary performances of some of their Yogins 
or so-called MahAtmas, and it is quite right that 
medic^ men should carefully study this subject in 
India, to find out what is true and what is not. To 
represent these performances as essential parts of 
ancient Hindu philosophy, as has lately been done by 
the admirers of Tibetan MahAtmas, is a great mistake. 

Ssoterlc Boctrines* 

It is Kkewise a mistake to suppose that the ancient 
Hindus looked upon the Upanishads or the VedS-nts- 
shtras as something secret ’or esotferic. Esoteric 
mysteries seem to me much more of a modern inven- 
tion than an ancient institution. The more we be- 
come familar with the ancient literature of the East, 
the less we find of Oriental mysteries, of esoteric 
wisdom, of Isis veiled or unveiled. The profanum 
wilgus, or the outsiders, if there were any, consisted 
chiefly of those who wished to stay outside, or who 
excluded themselves by deficiencies either of know- 
ledge or of character. In Greece also no one was 
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admitted to the schools of the Pythagoreans without 
undergoing some kind of preparation. But to require 
a quahfying examination is very different from ex- 
clusiveness or concealment. The Pythagoreans had 
different classes of students ; naturally, as we have 
Bachelors and Masters of Arts ; and if some of these 
were called ia-arepiKoi and others efooreptKoi, that 
meant no more at first than that the latter Were still 
on the outskirte of philosophical studies, while' the 
former had been admitted to the more advanced 
classes. The Pythagoreans had even a distinctive 
di'ess, they observed a restricted diet, and are said to 
have abstained from flesh, except at sacrifices, from 
fish, and from beans. Some observed celibacy, and 
had all things in common. These regulations varied " 
at different times and in different countries where the 
Pythagorean doctrines had spread. But nowhere do 
we hear of any doctrines being withheld from those 
who were willing to fulfil the conditions imposed on 
all who desired admission to the brotherhood. If this 
constitutes mystery or esoteric teaching, we might as 
well speak of the mysteries of astronomy, because 
people ignorant of mathematics are excluded from it, 
or of the esoteric wisdom of the students of Compara- 
tive Mythology, because a knowledge of Sanskrit is a 
sine qvd non. Even the Greek Mysteries, whatever 
they became in the end, were originally no more than 
rites and docfrines handed down at the solemn gather- 
ings of certain families or clans, or societies, where no 
one had access but those who had acquired a right of 
membership. It is true that such societies are apt to 
degenerate into secret societies, and that limited ad- 
mission soon becomes exclusiveness. But if outsiders 



TEEE TWO SCHOOLS OB' THE VEDInTA. 329 

imagined that these so-called mysteries contained any 
profound wisdom and were meant to veil secrets 
which it seemed dangerous to divulge, they were 
probably as much deceived as people are in our days 
if they imagine that doctrines of esoteric wisdom 
have been handed down by the Freemasons from the 
days of Solomon, and are now confided to the safe 
keeping of the Prince of Wales. 

It is quite true that the doctrine of the Upanishads 
is called Eabasya, that is, secret, but it is secret in 
one sense only, that is to say, no one was taught the 
Upanishads in ancient times, who had not passed 
through the previous discipline of the two stages of 
life, that of the student, aAd that of the householder, 
or who had not decided from the first on leading a life of 
study and chastity. This secrecy was easy when there | 
existed as yet no books, and iyhen therefore those who ' 
wished to study the Upatoishfeids had to find a teacher 
to teach them. Such a teacher would naturally com- 
municate his knowledge to men only who had attained 
the proper age, or had fulfilled other necessary condi- 
tions. Thus we read at the end of the Sa'mhitfi- 
Upanishad in the Aitareya-^raiiyaka, '^Let no one tell 
thSse SawhMs to any one who is not a resident 
pupil, who has not been with his teacher at least one 
year, and who is not himself to become an instructor. 
Thus say the teachers.’ 

As to the study of the Ved^nta-sfitras, I know of no 
restriction, particularly at a time when MSS. had 
become more widely accessible, and when numerpus 
commentaries and glosses enabled students to acquire 
a knowledge of this system of philosophy even by 
themselves. Nay, it is certainly curious that while 
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the ordinary education and the study of the Veda 
was restricted to the three upper classes, we read again 
and again of members of the fourth class, mere Mdras, 
sh a ring the knowledge of the VedUnta, and joining 
the rank of the mendicants or Bhikshus. 

niffexenoe lietweea Zadla and Greece. 

What constitutes, however, the most important dif- 
ference between the ancient Veddnta-philosophy in 
India, and similar philosophies in Greece, is the theo- 
logical character retained by the former, while the 
latter tended more and more to become ethical and 
political rather than theological. With regard to 
metaphysical speculations the Eleatic phflosophers, 
Xenophanes, Parmenides, Zeno, and Melissus, come 
nearest to the VedS,nta-philosophers, Xenophanes 
may still be called almost entirely theological. He 
speaks of Zeus as the Supreme Being, as all in all. 
In fact, he represents the same stage of thought which 
is represented as the lower knowledge in the Vedanta, 
a belief in Brahman, as masculine, which, to judge from 
the Upanishads themselves, was in India also earlier 
than a belief in Brahman as neuter. This belief left 
the individual soul face to face with the universal, 
but objective deity, it had not yet reached to the 
knowledge of the oneness of the Atman and the Brah- 
man. Xenophanes retains his belief in Zeus, though 
his Zeus is very different from the Zeus of Homer. 
He is first of all the only God. neither in form nor in 
thought like unto mortals. Thus Xenophanes argues : 

‘ If God is the strongest of all things, he must be one, 
for if there were two or more, he would not be the 
strongest and best of all things.’ 
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(El 8’ Itrriv 6 deds aTi&vranv KpdTtarov, eva ovtov 

vpotrqKew etvai' el yhp St?o 57 irAeious eXev ovk &v In Kpdn- 
arov icol fiiknarov airbv eXvat, Trdvrwv. Clem. Strom, v. 
601 c.) 

He must also be immoveable and und^mgeable 
(dKivriTos or aparinata). And again : ' 

‘ He revolves everything in his mind without effort.’ 

(’AAA’ dttdvevde itovoio voao <f)pevl Ttdvra KpabaCvei. 
Simpl. Phys. 6 a, m.) 

‘ He is altogether mind and thought, and eternal.’ 

(Evp/ndvra t eivat (rdv dedv) vovv koX (f>p6vrj(nv Kal 
alb^ov. Diog. ix. 19.) 

‘He sees altogether, he thinks altogether, he hears 
altogether.’ 

(OvXo? opq,, oZKos be voei, 08 A 0 S 81 t’ oKOJ/ei.) 

So far Xenophanes is still theological. He has not 
gone beyond the conception of Brahman, as the 1 
supreme and only Being; his Zeus is stiU a mascu- 
line, and a personal deity. 

In some of the utterances, however, that are ascribed 
to Xenophanes, he goes beyond. Plato at least 
ascribes to Xenophanes as well as to his successors, 
the philosophical tenet that all things are many in 
name, but in nature one^, which reminds one strongly 
of tKSat, or t8 8 v, of the Upanishads, that becomes 
manifold by name and form. Cicero, however (Acad 
ii. 37. 118), states clearly that Xenophanes took ibia 
one to be God. 

(Xenophanes unum esse omnia neque id esse muta- 
bile et id esse Deum, neque natum unquam et sempi- 
temum.) ^ 

Even the argument which we found in the Up8,ni- 
* Sophist, 242 8. 
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shads, that what is caanot have sprung from what is 
not, is aseiihed to Xenophanes also, who calls this 
One and All, which truly exists, unborn, unchange- 
able, imperishable, eternal, — all attributes that could 
easily be matched in the Upanishads. Like the 
Upanishads, Xenophanes insists on the One and All 
being intelligent (feiitanya, XoytKoV), the only doubtful 
point being whether Xenophanes went so far as his 
successors in surrendering altogether its divine or 
Zeus-like character. According to Sextus (Hyp. Pyrrh. 
i. 225) it would seem that this was not the case. 
‘ Xenophanes,’ he writes, ‘ held that the All was one 
and that God was congerdtal {(Tvn4>vqs) with all things,’ 
or, as we should say, that God was immanent in the 
world. That Xenophanes conceived of this Being as 
cr4>aipo€idT]s, or spherical, is well known, but it hardlj 
conveys any definite meaning to our mind ; and you 
will find that ancient as well as modem authorities 
are by no ' means agreed as to whether Xenophanes 
considered the world as limited or unlimited h 
What is preserved to us of the physical philosophy 
of Xenophanes seems to be quite apart from his meta- 
physical principles. For while from his metaphysical 
point of view all was one, uniform and unchangeable, 
from his physical point of view he is said to have 
considered earth, or earth and water, as the origin of 
all things (Ik yaCrjs yhp irdvra, xal €t? y^v vdvra TeXevrq, 
Fragm. 8), ‘ things are from the earth, and all 
-things end in the earth ; ’ and Trdirres yhp yavrjs xf koI 
^baros iKycvoixecrda, Sext. Emp. adv. Math. ix. 361, and 
yij Kal {I8a>p n&vB’ ocrara ytvovrai ijSI (pdovrat, Simpl. 
Phys. fol- 41 a. 

^ Zeller, Die PhUosophie der Qnechmj i. pp. 457-8. 
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< ‘Earth and water are all things, whatever is born 
or'growe.’ 

Xenophanes is also credited with the statement that 
the earth arose from air and fire — ^theories which again 
might easily be matched in the Upanishads. But the 
essential pomt on which Xenophanes and the Upani- 
shads agree is the first conception of the One Being, 
as the substance of everything, though that concep- 
tion has not yet become purely metaphysical, but is, 
like the Brahman in tlie older Upanishads, still sui*- 
rounded by a kind of religious halo. 

On this point Parmenides marks a decided advance 
in the Eleatic school, the same advance which we 
observed in the later Upanishads. With bim the 
concept of the One Being has become entirely meta- 
physical. It is no longer God, in the ordinary sense 
of the word, as little as the Highest Brahman is God, 
though whatever there is real in God, is the Highest 
Brahman. In the definition and description of this 
One Being, Parmenides goes even beyond the Vedanta, 
and we see here once more how the dialectic flexibility 
of the Greek mind outstrips the dogmatic positiveness 
of the Hindu mind. According to Parmenides, what 
is, is; what is not, can neither be conceived nor 
enunciated. What is, cannot have a beginning or 
an end It is whole, unique, unmoved and at rest. 
We cannot say that it was or will be, but only that it 

« SunpiioiiiSj Pliys. foL 31 b • S* (ti fjtvSos 6B0T0 AcfircTctij 
iariy, ravry 5 * lirl iaai dts dyivrjrov iby ml dv^- 

€<rriy^ Odkoy novpoy^vis re ml drp€fjt.h ^ 5 * drakavTop* Ov nor* €rjy 
ijrrai^ vw ^riv ndv, i'ovfx^s, rim ydp ylvvav 0t(rj<r€at 
avToS; n6$€y a{f(7)eiy; our’ bs h^vros Idaos ^doBai a* ovU vouy 
oh ydp ^Toy ohhl V 07 }r 6 y *EoTiy Bncas ovk ^ari, ri dv fiiy koH 
wpcripy *"I!ijr€poy ^ np6o$* rod fiT^h^yhs dp(dfi€3^y (pvv ; Ohrm i wdanav 
w€kefi€y xp^div Iffriy ^ ohfci. 
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is, for how could it have become anything but itself? 
Not from not being, for that is not, and cannot bring 
forth ; nor from being, for this would never bring forth 
anything but itself. And this Sv cannot have parts, 
for there is nothing different from it by which its 
parts could be separated. AU space is filled by it, 
and it is there immoveable, always in the same place, 
by itself and like itself. ^ Nor is thinking different 
from being because there is nothing but being, and 
thinking is thinking of being. It is curious that 
Parmenides will not have this Being to be infinite, 
because he looks even upon infinity as something im- 
perfect, because not having definite limits. In fact, this 
Eeal Being of Parmenides is by no means immaterial ; 
we can best explain it by the simile w:e met with in 
'the Upanishads, that all that is made of clay, is clay, 
differing only by name and form. Parme, des does not 
deny that these forms and names exist m the pheno- 
menal world, he only insists on the uncertainty of the 
evidence which the senses offer us of these forms and 
names. And as in the Upanishads this erroneous 
knowledge or nescience is sometimes called tamas 
or darkness, as opposed to the light (tegras) of true 
knowledge, we find that Parmenides also speaks of 
darkness dSaijs) as the cause of erroneous, and of 
light {aidipiov mp) as the cause of true knowledge. 

We thus see how the level of thought reached by 
the earlier Eleatics, is much the same as that of the 
earlier Upanishads. They both start from religious 
ideas, and «nd in metaphysical conceptions, they both 
have Mrived at the highest abstraction of rd ov, the 

^ Taiirdy S' IffrJ yofiv re tcaLovyetciy tan y&tjfta, &c. _ Simplicius, 
Phys. ff. 19 a, 31 A, b. 
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Sk. Sat, as the only reality; they both have learnt 
to look upon the manifold of experience as doubtful, 
as phenomenal, if not erroneous, and as the result of 
name and form (fjLopq)as dvoixdCeiv, n&marhpa). But 
the differences between the two are considerable also. 
The Eleatic philosophers are Greeks with a strong 
belief in personal individuality. They tell us little 
about the soul, and its relation to the One Being, still 
less dtr they suggest any means by which the soul 
could become one with it, and recognise its original 
identity with it. There are some passages (Zeller, 
p. 488) in which it seems as if Parmenides had be- 
lieved in a migration of souls, but this idea does not 
assume with him the importance which it had, for 
instance, among the Pythagoreans, Tjie psychological 
questions are thrown into the background by the 
metaphysical problems, which the Eleatic philosophers 
wished to solve, while in the Upanishads the psycho- 
logical question is always the more prominent. 



LECTUEE XI. 

SUFIISM. 

»«Mgl 0 Ti, Syfm «f B«latloaB 1>etw«e& Van and Ood. 

I ALLUDED in a former lecture to a definition of 
religion wMch we owe to Newman. ‘What is 
religion,’ he writes (Univ. S&rm., p. 19), ‘but the sys- 
tem of relations between me and a Supreme Being.’ 
Another thoughtful writer has expressed the same idea, 
even more powerfully. ‘Man requires,’ he said, ‘that 
there shall be direct relations between the created and 
the Creator, and that in these relations he shall find 
a solution of the perplexities of existence^.’ 

This relationship, however, assumes very diflferent 
forms in different religions. We have seen ho'9^ in 
the VedlLnta it was founded on a veiy simple, but 
irrefragable syllogkm. If there Is one being, the Te- 
d^tist says, which is all in all, then our soul cannot 
in its substance be different from that being, and our 
separation from it can be the result of nescience only, 
which nescience has to be removed by knowledge, 
that is, by the Ved&nta-philosopby. 

We saw in the Eleatic philosophy of Greece, the 
same premiss, though without the conclusion deduced 
from it, that the soul cannot form an exception, but 
*■ Disraeli in Loikair^ p. 157. 
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must, like everjtiiing else, if not more than every- 
thing else, share the essence of what alone is infinite, 
and can alone be said truly to exist. 

Snfiism, its Origin. 

We shall next have to consider a religion in which 
the premiss seems to be wanting, but the conclusion 
has become even more powerful, I mean the Sufiism 
among the Mohammedans. 

As the principal literature of Sufiism is composed 
in Persian, it was supposed by Sylvestre de Sacy and 
others that these ideas of the union of the soul with 
God had reached Persia from India, and spread from 
thence to other Mohammedan countries. Much may 
be said in support of such a theory, which was shared 
by Goethe also in his West-Ostlicher Divan. We 
know of the close contact between India and Persia 
at all times, and it cannot be denied that the tempera- 
ment and the culture of Persia lent itself far more 
naturally to the fervour of this religious poetry than 
the stem character of Mohammed and his immediate 
followers. Still we cannot treat Sufiism as genealo- 
gically descended from Ved&.ntism, because Vedc^nt- 
ism goes far beyond the point reached by Sufiism, 
and has a far broader metaphysical foundation than 
the religious poetry of Persia. Sufiism is satisfied 
with an approach of the soul to God, or with a loving 
union of the two, but it has not reached the point 
from which the nature of God and soul is seen to be 
one and the same. In the language of the Ved&ntc., 
at least in its final development, we can hardly speak 
any longer of a relation between the soul and the 
Supreme Being, or of an approach of the soul to, or of 
G) z ' 
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a union of the soul with God. The two are one 
as soon as their original and eternal oneness of 
nature has been recognised. With the Sufis, on the 
contrary, the subject, the human soul, and the 
object, the divine spirit, however close their union, 
remain always distinct, though related beings. There 
are occasional expressions which come very near to 
the Ted^nta similes, such as that of the drop of water 
being lost in the ocean. Still, even these expressions 
admit of explanation ; for we are told that the drop 
of water is not lost or annihilated, it is only received, 
and the Persian poet when he speaks of the soul being 
lost in God need not have meant more than our own 
poet when he speaks of our losing ourselves in the 
ocean of God’s love. 

Tholuck seems to have been one of the first to show 
that there is no historical evidence for the supposition 
that Sufiism is founded on an ancient Persian sect, 
prior to the rise of Islam. Sufiism, as he has proved, 
is decidedly Mohammedan in origin, and its first 
manifestations appear early in the second century of 
the Hedjra. 

Mohammed said indeed in the Kor&n^, ‘In Islam 
there is no monachism’ ; but as early as 623 A. D., forty- 
five men Of Mekka joined themselves to as many 
others of Medina, took an oath of fidelity to the 
doctrines hf the prophet and formed a fraternity, to 
establish -immunity of property, and to perform daily 
'cciiain religi 'Us practices by way of penitence. They 
took the name of 6'ufi, a word that has been derived 
from sfif, wool, a hair-cloth used by penitents in the 

‘ See the ‘Avi&nfiA-Ua'&rif, translated by Lieut.-Col. k-Wilberforee 
Claike, 1891, pi. ' 
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early days of Islam, or from siifry, -wise, pious, or from 
safi, pure, or from safS,, purity. 

AbstnMt of Sufi Ooctrlnes. 

The principal doctrines of Sufiism have been summed 
up by Sir W. Jopes as follows ^ : ‘ The Sufis believe 
that the soul 3 of men differ infinitely in degree, but 
not at all ip MtuI, from the divine spirit of vs-hioh 
they are pavHcles, and in which they will ultimately 
be absorbed; that the spirit of God pervades the 
univei-se, always immediately present to His work, 
and consequently always in substance ; that He alone 
is perfect in benevolence, perfect truth, perfect beauty ; 
that love of Him alone is real and genuine love, while 
that for other objects is ahsuTd, and illusory ; that the 
beauties of nature are faint resemblances, likft images 
in a mirror, of the divine charms ; that, from eternity 
without beginning to eternity without end, the supreme 
benevolence is occupied in bestowing happiness, or 
the means of attaining it ; that men can oiy attain 
it by performing their part* of the personal covenant 
between them and the Creator ; that nothing has a 
pure absolute existence but mind or spirit', that 
material substances, as the ignorant call them, are no 
more than gay pictures presented continually to our 
minds by the sempiternal artist ; that we must beware 
of attachment to such phantoms and attach ourselves 
exclusively to God, who truly’ exists in us, as we 
exist solely in Him; that we retain even in this 
forlorn state of separation from our Beloved, the idea 
of heavenly beauty and the rememhrance of our 
prirmiaZ vitvjs-, that sweet musick, gentle ^ breezes, 

^ Sir W. tfoBes, Works^ 1807, vol. iv. p. 212. 

Z 2 
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fragrant flowers, perpetually renew the primary icZea, 
refresh our fading memory, and melt us with tender 
affections ; that we must cherish these affections, and 
by abstracting our souls from vanity, that is from all 
but God, approximate to this essence, in our final 
union with which will consist our supreme beatitude.’ 

Babia, t2ie earlieat Smjai, 

It is curious that tiie fibrst person quoted as express- 
ing Sufi opinions is a woman of the name of Eabia, 
who died 135 after the Hedjra. Ibn KhaHkan tells a 
number of stories of her : ‘ She would often in the 
middle of the night go on the roof of the house and 
call out in her solitude : “ 0 my God, the noise of the 
day is hushed, the lover dallies with the beloved in 
the secret chamber ; but I in my solitude rejoice in 
thee, for I know thee to be my true beloved.” ’ Feiid 
eddin Attar tells of the same Eabia, that once when 
she was walking across the rocks, she cried out: 

‘ Desire of God has seized me ; true thou art stone also 
and earth, but I yearn to see thee.’ Then the High 
God spoke dii-ectly in her heart: ‘0 Eabia, hast thou 
not heard that when Moses once desired to see God, 
only a njqte of the Divine Majesty feE on a mountain, 
and yet it burst asunder. content therefore with 
my name.’ 

Again, we are told that when Eabia came to Mekka 
on a pilgrimage, she exclaimed, *I want the Lord of 
the Eaaba, what use is the Kaaba to me? I have 
come so near to Gojd, that the word He has spoken 
applies to me : Whdever approaches a span, I ap- 
proach him a yard.’ 

There are ever so maiiy stories about this Eabia, 
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aU intended to show her devotion, ray, her spiritual 
union with Allah. When she was asked to get mar- 
ried, she said : ‘ My inmost being is married, therefore 
I say, that my being has perished within me, and has 
been resuscitated in God. Since then, I am entirely 
in His power, nay, I am all Himself. He who wishes 
for me as his bride, must ask not me, but Him.’ When 
Hassan Basri (a famous theologian) asked her by what 
way and by what means she had risen to that height, 
she answered : ‘ By losing everything chat I had found, 
in Him.’ And when asked once more, by what way 
and by what means she had come to know Him, she 
exclaimed : ‘ 0 Hassan, thou knowest by certain ways 
and by certain means; I know without ways and 
means.’ When she was ill and laid up, three great 
theolo^ns visited her. One, Hassan Basri, said : ‘ He 
is not sincere in his prayers, who does not bear 
patiently the castigation of the Lord.’ The other, 
Shakik by name, said; *He is not sincere in his 
prayers, who does not rejoice in His castigation.’ But 
Rabia, still perceiving something of the self in all 
this, replied : ‘ He is not sincere in his prayers, who, 
when he sees the Lord, does not forget that he is 
being chastised.’ 

Another time when she was very ill, and was asked 
the cause of her illness, she said : * I have been think- 
ing of the joys of paradise, therefore my Lord has 
punished me.’ And again she said : ‘ A wound within 
my heart devours me; it cannot be healed except 
through my union with my friend. I shall remain 
ailing, till I have gained my end on the last day.’ 

This is language with which students of the lives 
of Christian Saints are familiar. It often becomes 
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even more fervid both in the East and in the West, 
but it sounds to our ears less offensive in the East 
than in the West, because in Eastern languages the 
symbolic representation of human love as an emblem of 
divine love, has been accepted and tolerated from! very 
early times. 

But though it is impossible to trace the first begin- 
nings of Sufiism directly to a Persian source, it cannot 
be denied that in later times Persia and even India, 
particularly after they had been brought under Mo- 
hammedan sway, contributed largely to the develop- 
ment of Sufiism and of Sufi poetry. 

fSozmectioxL of Sufiism witli Sarly Cliristianltsr, 

The chief impulse, however, which Sufiism received 
from without, seems to have come from Christianity in 
that form in which it was best known in the East. By 
the end of the third century, as Mr. Whinfield writes 
in the Preface to his translation of the Mesnevi, por- 
tions of Plato, of Aristotle, ‘the parent of heresies,’ and 
of the Alexandrian commentators had been translated 
into Arabic. The theosophy of the Neo-platonists 
and Gnostics was widely spread in the East. Sufiism 
might almost be called a parallel stream of mystical 
theosophy derived in part from Plato, ‘the Attic 
Moses,’ as he was called, but mainly from Christianity, 
as presented in the spiritual gospel of St. John, and 
as expounded by the Christian Platonists and Gnostics. 
Traces of the influence of Platonism have been dis- 
covered in the reference of the Sufis to the One and 
the Many, the figment of Not-being, the generation 
of opposites from opposites, the Alexandrian gnosis of 
the Logos, of ecstasy and intuition, and the doctrine 
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propounded in the Phaedrus, that human beauty is 
the bridge of communication between the world of 
sense and the world of ideas, leading man by the 
stimulus of love to the Great Ocean of the Beautiful. 

Traces of Christianity have been pointed out by 
Mr. Whinfield, not only in the distinct mention of the 
chief events of the Gospel history, but in actual 
renderings of sentences and phi'ases taken from the 
Gospe|s. The cardinal Sufi terms, ‘ The Truth,’ * The 
Way,’ ‘Universal Eeason ’ (Logos), ‘Universal Soul’ 
(Pneuma), ‘Grace’ (Fais), and ‘Love,’ are all treated 
by him as of Christian extraction. 

Mr. Whinfield might in support of his theory have 
mentioned a poem in the Gulshen Eas, the secret. of 
the bed of roses, a very popular but anonymous poem 
on the principles of Sufiism written about the bogin- 
ning of the fourteenth century, in which the mystic 
union of the soul with God is described as the es- 
sential feature of Christianity. 

There we read : — 

^Dost thou know what Christianity is? I shall tell it thee 
It digs up thy own Ego, and carries thee to God. 

Thy soul is a monasteiy, wheiein dwells oneness, 

Thou art Jerusalem, where the Eternal is enthroned ; 

The Holy Spirit works this miracle, for know that God's being 
Eests in the Holy Spirit as in His own spirit. ' 

The Spirit of God gives to thy spirit the hie of the spiiit, 

He moves in thy spirit beneath a thin veil ; 

If thou art delivered by the Spirit from manhood. 

Thou hast found eternal lest in the sanctuaiy of God j 
He who has directed himself so that all passions are silent, 
Will surely, like Jesus, ascend to heaven.’ 

Abu Said AbuX Oheir, aPouuder of Sufiism. 

Rabia may be called a Sufi before even the rise of 
Sufiism. Her Sufiism seems quite her own, without 
any traces of foreign influence. The real founder, 



344 


LECTUEE ZI. 


however, of the Sufis as a religious sect was Abu 
Said Abul Cheir, about 820 A. D. 

Alu Yasid and ^nalcu 

■Towards the end of the same century a schism 
took place, one party following Abu Yasid al-Bu- 
sh§.ni, whose pantheistic views were in open conflict 
■with the KorS,n, the other following Junaid, who tried 
to reconcile Sufiism with -orthodoxy. There were 
then, as at present, Sufis and Sufis. Some wrote in 
Persian, such as SenM, Ferid eddin AttSr, JelMl eddln 
Bfimi (d. Il62), J^mi (d. 1172); others in Arabic, 
such as Omar ibn el Faiidh, and Izz eddin Mutaddesi, 
others even in Turkish. 

Some of their poetry is magnificent in imagery, 
and highly valued even by those who are afraid of 
the consequences of their doctrines. Sufiism was 
said to breed an alarming familiarity with the deity, 
and a disregard of human and divine ordinances, at 
least among those who have not reached the highest 
spiritual purity, and might be tempted to use their 
outward sanctity as a cloak for human frailty. 

Sufi, Bazwisli. 

Tlie etymology of Sufi, as derived from sfif wool, 
because they walked about dressed in white woollen 
garments is now generally accepted^. Formerly it was 
supposed that Sufi came from the Greek cro^os, which is 
impossible. At present the Sufis are generally known as 
FaJdrs, in Persian as Darvdsh, i. e. poor. Formerly they 
were also called Arif, theosophist, and AJil alyakyn, the 
people of surety. Thus one of them, Abd al "^zzkk, 
‘ Sprenger, i. p. 262 . 
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says: ‘All praise to Allah, who by His grace and 
favour has saved us from the researches of conven- 
tional sciences, who by the spirit of immediate in- 
tuition has lifted us above the tediousness of tradition 
and demonstration, who has removed us from the 
hollow threshing of straw, and kept us pure from 
disputation, opposition and contradiction ; for all this 
is the arena of uncertainty and the field o:^ doubt, 
of error, and heresy; glory to Him who has taken 
away from our eyes the veil of externals, of form, and 
confusion.’ 


Asceticism. 

The Sufis trust to the inward eye that is opened 
in raptures ; and which, if it is weak or blind, can 
be helped on by ascetic discipline. This ascetic 
discipline was originally no more than abstaining 
from food and drink, and other pleasures of life. 
But it soon degenerated into wild fanaticism. Some 
of the Fakirs indulged in violent exercises intended 
to produce convulsions, cataleptic fits, and all the 
rest. The Darwishes, who may be seen now turning 
round and round till they break out in delirious 
shouts, are the degraded descendants of the Sufis. 
AttSr and JelM,l eddln Rhmi, like true lovers of 
God, required no stimulants for their enthusiasm, 
and their poetical genius found utterance, not in 
inarticulate ravings, but in enraptured hymns of 
praise. I'he true Sufis were always honoured, not 
only for their genius, but for their saint-like lives, 
and they could well bear comparison with their 
contemporaries in the West, even such as St. 
Bernard. 
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When speaking of the true and saint-like Sufis, 
JellSl eddin says: — 

^FaitliM they are, hut not for Paradise, 

God*3 Will the only crowning of their faith : 

And not for seething Hell flee they from sin, 

But that their Will must serve the Will divine. , 

It is no straggle, 'tis^not discipline 
Wins them a will so restful and so blest ; 

It is that God from His heart-fountain core 
Pills up their jubilant soul/ 

It is true there is little of what we call thedsophie 
philosophy in their utterances. That belongs almost 
exclusively to the Vedllntist, and to a certain extent 
to the Yogins also of India. The Sufi trusts to his 
feelings, nay, almost to his senses, not, as the Yed&ntist, 
to his philosophical insight. He has intuitions or 
beatific visions of God, or he claims at least to have 
them. He feels the presence of God, and his highest 
blessedness on earth is the mystic union with God, of 
which he speaks under ever- varying, and sometimes, 
to us at least, startling imagery. Yet for his highest 
I’aptures he too confesses that human language has 
no adequate expression. As S^dy says, the flowers 
which a lover of God had gathered in his rose-garden, 
and which he wished to give to his friends, so over- 
powered his mind by their fragrance, that they fell 
out of his lap and withered ; that is to say, the glory 
of ecstatic visions pales and fades away when it has 
to be put into human language. 


Mesnevl. 

JelMl eddin in the Preface'to his Mesnevi, says: 
‘This hook contains strange and rare narratives, 
.beautiful sayings, and recondite indications, a path 
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for the devout, and a garden for the pious, short 
in expressions, numerous in its applications. It 
contains the roots of the roots of the roots of the 
Faith, and treats of the mysteries of union and 
sure knowledge.’ This book is looked upon by 
Mohammedans as second only to the KorS.n, and 
yet it would be difficult to imagine two books more 
different one &om the other. 

Moliammed’s Opinion. 

Mohammed’s idea of God is after all the same as 
that of the Old Testament. Allah, is chiefly the God 
of Power; a transcendent, but a strongly personal 
God. He is to be fear’ed rather than to be approached, 
and true religion is submission to His will (Isldm). 
Even some of the Sufis seem to shrink from asserting 
the pef feet oneness of the human and the divine natures. 
They call the soul divine, God-hke, but not yet God ; 
as if in this case the adjective could really be dis- 
tinguished from the substantive, as if anything could 
be divine but God alone, and as if there could be 
even a likeness of God, or anything God-like, that 
was not in its essence God. Philosophical specu- 
lations on God were distasteful to Mohammed. 
‘ Think on the mercies of God,’ he says in one place, 
‘not on the essence of God.’ He knew that theo- 
logical speculation would inevitably lead to schism. 
‘ My people shall be divided,’ he says, ‘ into three and 
seventy sects, of which aU save one shall have their 
portion in the fire.’ That one with Mohammed Would 
certainly not have been that of the Sufis. 

There is an interesting poem in which Said, the 
servant, first recounts one morning an ecstasy he had 
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enjoyed, and is then warned by Mohammed against 
excessive fervour : 

Said speaks : 

‘My tongue ckve fever-dry, my blood ran fire, 

♦ My nights were sleepless with consuming love, 

Till night and day sped past, as flies a lance, 

Grazing a buckler’s rim ; a hundred thousand years 
Ko longer than a moment. In that hour 
All past eternity and all to come 
Was gathered up in one stupendous ITow,— • 

Let understanding marvel as it may, 

Where men see clouds, on the ninth heaven I gaze, 

And see the throne of God. All heaven and iieli 
Are bare to me and all men’s destinies. 

The heavens and ^arth, they vanish at my glance, 

The dead rise at my look. I tear the veil 
From all the worlds, and in the hall of heaven 
I set me central, radiant as the sun. 

Then spake the Prophet (Mohammed), Friend, thy steed is 
warm; 

Spur him no more. The mirror in thy heart 
Bid slip its fleshly case, now put it up — 

Hide it once more, or thou wilt come to harm.* 

There are long systematic treatises on Sufiism, but 
they refer chiefly to outward things, not to the great 
problems of the true nature of the soul and of God, 
and of the intimate relation between the two. We 
read of four stages through which the Sufi has to 
pass. 


Th& Four Stages. 

First comes the stage of humility, or simple 
obedience to the law and its representative, the 

Shaikh (n^sut or shariat); then follows the way 
(tarikat), that is, spiritual adoration and resig- 
nation to the Divine Will; then ’Arflf, or Marifat, 
Knowledge, that is, inspired knowledge; and lastly 
Kakikat, that is. Truth, or complete effacement 
in God. 
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The Poetical Xangnagre of Sufiism. 

When we read some of the Sufi enraptured poetry, 
we must remember that the Sufi poets use a number 
of expressions which have a recognised meaning 
in their language. Thus sleep signi^es meditation ; 
p&rfwme, hope of divine favour ; gales are illapses of 
grace ; hisses and embraces, the raptures of piety. 
IdolatoTS are not infidels, but really men of the pure 
faith, but who look upon Allah as a transcendent 
being, as a mere creator and ruler o^ the world. 
Wine is forbidden by Mohammed, but with the Sufi 
wine means spiritual knowledge, the wine-seller is 
the spiritual guide, the tavern the cell where the 
searcher after truth becomes intoxicated with the wine 
of divine love. Mirth, intoxication, and wantonness 
stand for religious ecstasy and perfect abstraction 
from all mundane thoughts. Beauty is the perfection 
of Deity ; tresses are the expansion of His glory ; the 
lips of the beloved mean the inscrutable mysteries of 
His essence; the down on the cheeks stands for the 
world of spirits ; a black mole for the point of 
indivisible unity. 

When we read some of this enraptured Sufi poetry 
we are at first somewhat doubtful whether it should 
not be taken .simply in its natural sense, as jovial 
and erotic ; and there are some students of literatmre 
who will not admit a deeper meaning. It is well 
known that Emerson rebelled against the idea of 
seeing more in the songs of Hafiz than what there is 
on the surface, — delight in women, in song and love. 
*We do not wish,’ he writes^, ‘to make mystical 

‘ Works, 1882, vol. It. p. 201. 
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divinity out of the Songs of Solomoiij much less 
out of the erotic and bacchanalian son^ of Hafi?:. 
Hafiz himself is determined to defy all such hypo- 
critical interpretation, and tears off his turban and 
throws it at the head of the meddling dervis, and 
throws his glass after the turban. Nothing is too 
high, nothing too low, for his I occasion. Love is 
a leveller, and Allah becomes a groom, and heaven a 
closet, in his daring hymns to his mistress or to 
his cupbearer. This bofindless chai-ter is the right 
of genius.^ So it is, and there are no doubt many 
poems in which Hafiz means no more than what he 
says. No one would search for any but the most 
obvious 'meaning in such Anacreontic verses as the 
following: 

‘ Wine two years old and a damsel of fourteen are 
sufficient society for me, above all companions, great 
and small.’ 

* How delightful is dancing to lively notes and the 
cheerful melody of the flutes, especially when we 
touch ilie hand of a beautiful girl ! ’ 

‘Call for wine, and scatter flowers around: what 
more canst thou ask jfrom fate? Thus spake the 
nightingale this morning: what sayest thou, sweet 
rose, to his precepts 1 ’ 

‘Bring thou a couch to the gardrnj of roses, that 
thou mayest kiss the cheeks ana lips of lovely 
damsels, quaff rich wine, and smell odoriferous 
blossoms.’ 

But no oneacquainted With theEast, would doubtthat 
some kind of half-erotic, half-mystic poetry, was a 
recognised style of poetry mmong Mohammedans, was 
tolerated and admired .alike by laity and clergy. Nor 
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was the mystic meaning a mere afterthought, forced 
into the poetry of the Sufis, but it was meant to be 
there from the first. 

At first the perfume of such poetry has something 
sickening to us, even when we know its true meaning. 
But the Sufi holds that there is nothing in human 
language that can express the love between the soul 
and God so well as the love between man and woman, 
and that if he is to speak of the union between 
the two at all, he can only do so in the symbolic 
language of earthly love. 

We must not forget that if earthly love has in the 
vulgar mind been often degraded into mere animal 
passion, it still remains in its purest sense the highest 
mystery of our existence, the most perfect blessing 
and delight on earth, and at the same time the truest 
pledge of our more than human nature. To be able 
to feel the same unselfish devotion for the Deity 
which the human heart is capable of, if filled with 
love for another human soul, is something that may 
w^U be called the best religion. It is after all the 
Christian command, ‘ Thou shalt love the Lord thy 
God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and 
with all thy might.’ If once we understand this, then 
no one can claim to come nearer tio, the highest 
Christian ideal than ^ the true Sufi, whose religion 
is a burning love of God, whose Aif4 is passed in 
the constant presence of God, and whose every act 
is dictated by love of God. 

Barrow, no mean theologian, and in iio way tainted 
by religious sentimejatalism, speaks in language which 
might have been used by the most fervent Sufi poets. 
‘Love,’ he writes, ‘is the sweetest ai^d most delectable 
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of all passions ; and when by the conduct of wisdom 
it is directed in a rational way toward a worthy, 
congruous, and attainable object, it cannot otherwise 
than fill the heart with ravishing delight : such, in all 
respects superlatively such, is God ; who infinitely 
beyond aU other things deserveth our affection, as 
most perfectly amiable and desirable. He is the most 
proper object of our love; for we chiefly were framed, 
and it is the prime law 6f our nature, to love Him ; 
our soul, from its original instinct, vergeth towards 
Him as its centre, and can have no rest till it be 
fixed on Him, He alone can satisfy the vast capacity 
of our minds, and fill our boundless desires. He, of 
all lovely things, most certainly and easily may be 
attained ; for, whereas commonly men are crossed in 
their affection, and their love is embittered from 
things imaginary, which they cannot reach, or coy 
things, which disdain and reject them, it is with God 
quite otherwise : He is most ready to impart Himself ; 
He most earnestly desireth and wooeth our love ; He 
is not only most willing to correspond in affection, 
but even doth prevent us therein: He doth cherish 
and encourage our love by sweetest influences and 
most consoling embraces; by kindest expressions of 
favour, by most beneficial returns ; and whereas all 
other objects do in the enjoyment much fail our 
expectation. He doth ever far exceed it. Wherefore 
in all affectionate motions of our hearts toward 
God; in desiring Him, or seeking Hi^ fav^r and 
friendship ; in embracing Him, or setting our esteem, 
our good will, our confidence on Him; in enjoying 
Him by devotional meditations and addresses to Him ; 
in a reflective sense of our interest and propriety in 
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Him ; m Ihat mysteriotts union of spirit, whereby we 
do dosely adhere to, and are, as it were, invested in 
Him; in a hearty complacence in His benignity, 
a grateful sense of His kindness, and a zealous 
desire of yielding some requital for it, we cannot but 
feel very pleasant tiansports: indeed, that celestial 
flame, kindled in our hearts by the spirit of love 
cannot be void of warmth ; we cannot fix our eyes 
upon infinite beauty, we cannot taste infinite sweet- 
ness, we cannot cleave to infinite felicity, without 
also perpetually rejoicing in the first daughter of Love 
to God, Charity toward men ; which in compleetion 
and careful disposition, doth much resemble her 
mother ; for she doth rid us from all those gloomy, 
keen, turbulent imaginations and passions, which 
cloud our mind, which fret our heart, which discom- 
pose the frame of the soul ; from burning a^ger, from 
storming contention, from gnawing envy, from rank- 
ling spite, from racking suspicion, from distracting 
ambition and avarice ; and consequently doth settle 
our mind in an even temper, in a sedate humour, in 
an harmonious order, in that pleasant state of tran- 
quillity, which naturally doth result from the voidance 
of irr^ular passions.’ 

. I haye given the whole of this long passage, because, 
as Sir WHliam Jones has pointed out, it diflfers from 
the my^ical .theology of the Sufis and Yogis no more 
than the flowers and fruits of Europe differ in scent 
^d flavm^ from those of Asia, or as European differs 
from Asiatic eloquence. ‘ The same strain,’ he writes, 

[ m poeti^ measure would rise to the odes of 
Ppenser Love and Becmty, and, in a higher 

embellishments, jbo the song of TTafio; 
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and Jayadeva, the raptures of the Mesnei^, and the 
mysteries of the Bh^avata.’ 


Horallty of SnMnn. 

The Sufi’s belief that he who is led by love is no 
longer subject to the outward law is by no means so 
outrageous as it has been represented. It does not 
mean that the true Sufi claims any licence for himself, 
it only means that he whose heart is filled with love 
of God and who never loses sight of God, can think 
no longer of the outward law, but is led in all his acts 
by the love of God only, claiming no merit for his 
good works, and feeling quite incapable of committing 
any act displeasing to God. 

Extracts from Sufi Po3ts. 

I shall now read you a few extracts from Sufi poets, 
translated by Sir William Jones : — 

‘ In eternity without beginning, a ray of thy beauty began 
to gleam; when Love sprang into being, and cast flames 
over all nature. 

‘ On 'that day thy cheek sparkled even under thy veil, and 
all this beautiful imagery appeared on the mirror of our 
fancies. 

“ Eise, my soul, that I may pour thee forth on the pencil 
of that supreme Artist, who comprised in a turn of His 
compass all this wonderful scenery. 

‘From the moment when I heard the divine sentence, 
“ I have breathed into man a portion of my Spirit^” I was 
assured that we were His, and He ours. 

‘Where are the glad tidings of union with thee, that 
I may abandon all desire of life 1 I am a bird of holiness, 
and woJild fain escape from the net of this world. 



STJFIISM- 


355 


^ Slie3, O Lord, from tlie cloud of heaTenly guidance, one 
cheering shower, before the moment when I must rise up 
like a, particle of dry dust. 

^ The sum of our transactions on this universe is nothing : 
bring us the wine of devotion; for the possessions of this 
world vanish. 

‘ ^ The true object of heart and soul is the glory ot union 
with our beloved : that object really exists, but without it 
both heart and soul would have no existence. 

^ O the bliss of the day, when I shall depart from this 
desolate mansion; shall seek rest for my soul; and shall 
follow the traces of my beloved ; 

^Dancing, with love of His beauty, like a mote in a 
sunbeam, till I reach the spring and fountain of light, 
whence yon sun derives all his lustre,’ 

The next extract is from eddin Ehmi’s Mes- 
nevi, as translated by Mr, E, H. Whinfield. J eMl eddin 
thus describes the perfect ijnion with God : — 

A loved one said to her lover to try him, 

Early one morning; such a one, son of such a one, 

I marvel whether you hold me more dear. 

Or yourself; tell me truly, O ardent lover!’ 

He answered: ‘I am so entirely absoibed in you, 

That I am full of you from head to foot. 

Of my own existence nothing hut the name remains, 

In my being is nothing besides you, 0 object of my desire. 
Therefore am I thus lost in you, 

Just as vinegar is absorbed in honey; ( 

Or as a stone, which has been changed iiit?o a pure ruby, 
Is filled with the bright light of the sun. 

In that stone its own properties abide not, 

It is filled with the sun's i>roperties altogether; 

So that, if afterwards it holds itself dear, 

A a 2 
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'Tis the same aa holding the sun dear, 0 beloved! 

And if it hold the enn dear in its heart, . 

'Tis clearly the same as holding itself dear. 

Whether that pore ruby hold itself dear, 

Or hold the son dear. 

There is no difference between the two preferences; 

On either hand is nanght but the light of dawn. 

But till that stone becomes a ruby it hates itself, 

For till it becomes one “I,” it is two separate “I’s,” 

For 'tis then darkened and purblind. 

And darkness is the essential enemy of light. 

If it then hold itself dear, it is an infidel; 

Because that self is an opponent of the mighty sun. 
Wherefore 'tie unlawful for the stone then to say “I,” 
Because it is entirely in ^kness and nothingness.’ 
Pharaoh said, ‘I am the Truth,’ and was laid low. 
Mansur Hallaj said, ‘ I am the Truth,* and escaped free. 
Pharaoh’s ‘I’ was followed by the curse of God; 

Mansur’s * I ’ was followed by the mercy of God, 0 beloved ! 
Because Pharaoh was a stone, Mansur a ruby; 

Pharaoh an enemy of light, Mansur a friend. 

0 prattler, Mansur’s ‘ I am He ' was a deep mystic saying, 
Er^ressiug oneness with the light, not mere incarnation. 

This poetical image of the Sun is often applied to 
the Deity by Sufi poets. Thus JelBl eddin says : — 

Hone but the sun can display the sun. 

If yon would see it displayed, turn not away from it. 
Shadows, indeed, may indicate the sun’s presence, 

But only the snn displays the light of life. 

Shadows icdnce slumber, like evening talks, 

But wben tbe sun arises tbe *moon is split asunder.’ 

In tbe world there is naugbt so wondrons as the sun, 
But the Sufi of tbe soul sets not and bas no yesterday. 
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Though the material sou is unique and single, 

We can conceive similar suns like to it. 

But the Sun of the soul, beyond this firmament,—- 
Ko like thereof is seen in concrete or abstract. 

Where is there room in conception for HU essence, 

So that similitudes of Him should be conceivable) 

Sometimes the soul is called the miixor of Qod. 
Thus JeUM eddin says : — 

If a mirror reflects not, of what use is itt 
Knowest thou why thy mirror reflects not) 

Because the rust has not been scoured from its &oe> 

If it were purified from all rust and defilement, 

It would reflect the shining of the Sun of Qod* 

Often the Sufl poet warns against self-deceit:— 

Whoso is restricted to 'religious raptures is but a man; 
Sometimes his rapture is excessive, sometimes deficient. 
The Sufi is, as it were, the 'son of the season,' 

But the pure {S‘^ is exalted above season and state. 
Beligious raptures depend on feelings and will. 

But the pure one is regenerated by the breath of Jesus. 
You are a lover of your own raptures, not of me; 

You turn to me only in hope of experiencing raptures. 
Whoso is now defective, now perfect, 

Is not adored by Abraham; he is 'one that sets.* 

Because the stars set, and are now up, now down, 

He loved them not ; T love not them that set.' 

Whoso is now pleasing and now unpleasing 
Is at one time water, at another fire. 

He may be the house of the moon, but not the true 
moon; 

Or sm the picture of a mistress, but not the living one. 
The mere Sufi is the ‘child of the season;* 
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H« disga to msmoiui as io a father, 

But the pore one is drowned in OTerwhelming loye. 

A child of any one is never free from season and state. 
The pare one is drowned in the light ‘ that is not begotten,* 
‘What begets not and is not begotten’ is God. 

Go ! 3 eek sndi love as this, if you are alive; 

If not, you are enslaved by varying seasons. 

Gaze not on your own pctures, fair or ugly. 

Gaze on yonr love and 1316 object of your desire. 

Gaze not at the sight of your own weakness or vileness, 
Gaze at the object of yonr desire, 0 exalted one. 

The next extract is firom J&mi’s SalamSn and 
Abs4b as translated by Fitzgerald, the same Fitz- 
gerald to whom Browning was so cruel. J&mi 
ascribes all earthly beauty and all earthly love to 
the Divine pr^ence in it. Without that Divine light 
man would see no real beauty, would know no real 
love. 

SaiAman Asn AbsAb, bt JAid. 

0 Thou, whose Spirit through this universe 
In which Thou dost involve Thyself difiused, 

Shall so perchance irradiate human clay 
That men, suddenly dazzled, lose themselves 
In ecstasy before a mortal shrine 
Whose light is but a shade of the Divine ; 

Not till Thy secret beauty through the cheek 
Of Laila smite, doth she inflame Majndn; 

And not till Thou have hiudled Bhirlu’s eyes, 

The hearts of those- two rivals swell with blood. 

For lov’d and lover are not hut by Thee, 

Nor beauty; — ^mortal beauty but the veil 
Thy Heavenly hides behind, and from itself 
Feeds, and our hearts yearn a^r as a bride 
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That glances past ns veiFd — ^but ever so 

That none the veil from what it hides may know* 

How long wilt Thon continue thus the world 
To cozen with the fantom of a veil 
From which Thon only peepest? I would be 
Thy liover, and Thine only — ^I, mine eyes 
Seal’d in the light of Thee to all but Thee, 

Yea, in the revelation of Thyself ^ 

Lost to myself, and all that self is not 
Within the double world that is but one. 

Thou lurkest under all the forms of thought, 

Under the form of all created things ; 

Look where I may, still nothing I discern 
But Thee throughout this universe, wherein 
Thyself Thou dost reflect, and through those eyes 
Of him whom Man Thou madest, scrutinise. 

To thy Harim, Dividuality 

No entrance finds — no word of This and That; 

Do Thou my separate and derived self 

Make one with Thy Essential! Leave me room 

On that Div4n which leaves no room for twain; 

Lest, like the simple Arab in the tale, 

I grow perplext, oh God! ’twixt ‘Me’ and ‘Thee’; 

If I — this Spirit that inspires me whence ? 

If Thou — ^then what this sensual impotence % 

We see here the same temper of mind for which the 
Christian poet pfaj^s-wh^ he says, ‘ Let all do all as 
in Thy sight/ Sufiiism,^^hoqrt of its extravagances, 
may almost be called Christian ; nor do I doubt that 
it owed its deepest impulses to Christianity, more 
particularly to that spiritual Christianity which was 
founded on Platonist and !^eo-Platonist philosophy. 
We saw that the Sufis themselves do not deny 
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this: on the contrary, they appeal to Jesus or Iha' 
as their highest authority, they constantly use the 
language of the New Testament, and refer to the 
legends of the Old. If Christianity and Mohammedan- 
ism are ever to join hands in carrying out the high 
objects at which they are both aiming, Sufiism would 
be the common ground on which they could best 
meet each other, understand each other, and help 
each other. 



LECTOKE Xn. 

THE LOGOS. 


Bdligion a Bridg'd between tbe Visible and Invisible. 

TT may be truly said that the founders of the 
religions of the world have all been bridge- 
builders. As soon as the existence of a Beyond, of a 
Heaven above the earth, of Powers above us and 
beneath us had been recognised, a great gulf seemed 
to be fixed between what was called by various 
names, the earthly and the heavenly, the material and 
the spiritual, the phenomenal and noumenal, or best of 
all, the visible and invisible world {6par6s and clvt 
oparoi), and it was the chief object of religion to unite 
these two worlds again, whether by the arches of 
hope and fear, or by the iron chains of logical syl- 
iogipms \ 

* A writer in the Christian Eegisfer, July 16, 1891, p. 461, expresws 
ihe s^e thoughts when he says : ‘At the bottom of all religions 
is man’s instinct of his relationship with the Infinite; and this 
will not be weakened, but on the contrary will be made stronger 
and firmer from age to age, as the survey of the caiccr of the r.ice 
gi»^s man wider and wider experience, and enables him more .and 
more clearly to intei-pret his history, and see it as a consistent 
whole, under the rule of invariable law. Religion therefore is 
something above or beyond any form in which it has ever ap- 
peared, and Christianity is a distinctive, yet natural step in an 
unfolding process, not a supernatural form projected into human 
life fiom without, and not yet absolute religion.’ 
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TMs problem of uniting the invisible and the 
visible worlds presented itself under three principal 
aspects. The first was the problem of creation, or 
how the invisible Primal Cause could ever come in 
contact with visible matter and impart to it form 
and meaning. The second problem was the relation 
between God and the individual soul. The third 
problem was the return of the soul from the visible to 
the invisible world, from the prison of its mortal 
body to the freedom of a heavenly paradise. It is this 
third problem which has chiefly occupied us in the 
present course of lectures, but it is difficult to separate 
it altogether from the first and the second. The in- 
dividual soul as dwelling in a material body forms 
part of the created world, and the question of the 
return of the soul to God is therefore closely con- 
nected with that of its creation by, or its emanation 
from God. 

We saw while treating of the last problem and 
examining the solutions which it had received that 
moat of the religions and philosophies of the ancient 
world were satisfied with the idea of the individual 
soul approaching nearer and nearer to God and 
retaining its terrestrial individuality face to face with 
an objective deity. There was one religion only, or 
one religious philosophy, that of the Vedlinta, which, 
resting On the firm conviction that the human soul 
could nev^r have been separate from the Divine Soul, 
looked upon a return or an approach of the soul to 
God as a metaphor only, while it placed the highest 
happiness of the soul in the diseovei^ and recovery 
of its true nature as |rom eternity to eternity one with 
God. This contrast was most clearly shown in 
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Sufiism as compared with Ved^ntism. The Sufi with 
all his burning love of God conceives the soul as 
soaring upward, as longing like a lover for a nearer 
and nearer approach to God, and as lost at last in 
ecstatic raptures when enjoying the beatific vision. 
TheVedantisb on the contrary, after having once con- 
vinced himself by rigorous logic, that there can Jbe but 
one Divine Substance, which he calls the Self or Atman, 
and that his human self cannot be anything different in 
its essence from the true and universal Self, frona that 
which was and is and is to be, all in all, is satisfied 
with having by means of rigorous reasoning recovered 
his true self in the highest Self, a?id thus having 
found rest in Brahman. He knows no raptures, no 
passionate love for the Deity, nor does he wait for 
death to deliver his soul from its bodily prison, but 
he trusts to knowledge, the highest knowledge, as 
strong enough to deliver his soul from all nescience 
and illusion even in this life. It is true that some of 
the Sufis also come sometimes very near to this point, 
as when JeMl eddin says : ‘ The “ I am He ” is a deep 
mystic saying, expressing oneness with the Light, not 
mere incarnation.’ Still in general the oneness which 
is the highest good oFthe Sufi, is union of two, not 
the denial of the possibility of real separation. 

There are religions in which there seems to - be no 
place at aU either for an approach of the individual 
soul to God, or for its finding itself again in God. 
Buddhism, in its original form, knows of no objective 
Deity, of nothing to which the subjective soul could 
approach or with which it could be united. If we 
can speak of Deitjr at all in Buddhism, it would 
reside in the Buddhh, that is in the awakened soul, 
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consdons of its true eternal nature, and enlight^ed 
by self-knowledge. But that self-knowledge was no 
longer the Vedinta knowledge of the Atman, or, if it 
was so originally, it had ceased to be so in that 
Buddhism which is represented to us in the sacred 
books of that religion. 

In Judaism, on the contrary, the concept of the 
Deity is so strongly marked, so objective, so ma- 
jestic, and so transcendent, that an approach to or a 
Tinion with Jehovah would have been considered 
almost as an insult to Deity. There seem to be 
some reminiscences in the Old Testament of an 
earlier belief in a closer relationship between God 
and man, but they never point to a philosophical 
belief in ilie original oneness of the Divine and the 
human soul, nor could they possibly have led on to 
the concept of the Word as the Son of God. In the 
mythological religions of classical antiquity also there 
was little room for a union between human arxi divine 
nature. The character of the Greek and Homan gods 
is so intensely pemonal and dramatic that it excludes 
the possibility of a human soul becoming united with 
or absorbed in any one of them. The highest privilege 
that teme specially favoured persons might have aspired 
to consisted in being admitted to the society of the 
Olympians. But here too we may catch some earlier 
reminiscences, for it is well known that some of the 
old poets and philosophers of Greece declared their 
belief that gods and men came from the same source, 
that tee gods were immortal mortals, and men mortal 
immortals \ 

> Se^iU Sdiguiae, ed. Bywater, Ko. LYIII, ‘M&mrm 6vifroi, 
iSoparof, ^Ovra rip O&potw, thy tk baiviyy fitoyt^vtSmt, 
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But though a belief in the eternal oneness of what 
we call human and divine breaks out here and there 
yet it is in the .VedUnta religion only that it has 
received its full recognition and development. It 
has been reasoned out there without any of those 
metaphorical disguises which we find in other re- 
ligions. One of the most familiar metaphors is that 
which expresses the essential oneness of the Divine 
and the human natures under the veil of fatherhood 
and sonship. Human language could hardly have 
supplied a better metaphor for expressing intrinsic 
oneness and extrinsic difference, yet we know to how 
much legend and mythology this metaphor has given 
rise. No metaphor can be perfect, but the weak 
point in our metaphor is that every human father is 
himself created, while we require a name for a power 
that begets, but is itself unbegotten. We must not 
suppose that whoever speaks of God a^ a Father or 
of men as the sons of God, expresses thereby a belief 
in the oneness of the Divine and human nature. That 
fatherhood of God may be found in almost every 
religion, and means no more than a belief in the 
fatherly goodness of God. Moses means no more 
than that when he says : ‘ Ye are the children of the 
Lord your God’ (Dent. xiv. 1); or when he speaks 
of 'the Kock that begat thee, and God that formed 
thee’ (Deut. xxxii. 18); or when he asks ^ ‘Is not he 

^ The famous Chinese inscription of the year 188 d^scoyered 
lately in the valley of the Orkhon, begins with the following 
words ; <0 Heaven so bine I there is nothing that is not Jfhelteired 
by Thee. Heaven and men are united together, and the nhiverse is 
one (homogeneous)/ See <3-. Schlegel, La St^le Fun^raire dn Teghin 
Giogh, 1892. 

2 I must remark once for all that when I quote Moses an^ other 
leputed authors of Old Testament Books, I simply follow c^tom, 
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thy father that has bought thee ? hath he not made thee, 
and established thee?’ (Deut. xxxii. 6). These ideas 
are not the historical antecedents of that belief in the 
Fatherhood of God and the Divine Sonship of Christ 
as the Word of God which pervades the Fourth Gospel. 
Abraham, who in the Old Testament is simply called 
the Friend of God, is spoken of by later Jews such as 
Philo, as through his goodness an only son while in 
one passage of the New Testament Adam is singled 
out as the son of God. But aU this belongs to quite 
a different sphere of thought from that in which the 
Stoics moved, and after them Philo, and the author 
of the Fourth Gospel, and Christ Himself. With 
them the Son of God was the Word of God, and the 
Word of God as incarnate in Jesus. 

Xbe Oriental Xnfiaences in £arl7 Cbristlanity. 

You cannot have listened to what the ancient 
Vedanta philosophers of India and the more recent 
Sufis of Persia had to say about the Deity and its 
true relation to humanity, without having been struck 
by a number of similarities between these Oriental 
religions and the beliefs which we hold ourselves, or 
which were held by some of the most ancient and 
most eminent Fathers of the Church. , So striking 
are some of these similarities, particularly with regard 
to the relation of the transcendent Deity to the phe- 
nomenal world and to the individual soul, that for 
a time it was taken almost for granted that Eastern 

Without expressing any opinion on the results of critical scholarship. 
Surely we may he allowed to speak of Homer, without committing \ 
oarselres to the opinion that he wrote all the books of the Iliad 
and Odyssey. 

^ Teyovm elcrvoir^rds fJLovos vUs, Philo> Be Sobriet,, 11 (1,401). 
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influences had told on the minds of the early Fathers 
of the Chiurch. Even Daehne, in his Darstdlung der 
JiJtdischrAleamidHmsc^^ Rdigion^Mlosophie, has 
not quite discarded that opinion. But though at 
present, after a more careful study of the Vedanta 
and Sufi philosophy, the number of similarities has 
become even larger than before, the idea of a direct 
influence of Indian or Persian thought on early 
Christian religion and philosophy, has been surrendered 
by most scholars. 

Borrowing' of Beliglons Xhongl^ts. 

The difficulty of admittiug any borrowing on the 
part of one religion from another is much greater 
than is commonly supposed, and if it has taken place, 
there seems to me only one way in which it can be 
satisfactorily established, namely by the actual occur- 
rence of foreign words, or .possibly the translations 
of foreign terms which retain a certain umdiomatic 
appearance in the language to which they have been 
transferred. It seems impossible that any religious 
community should have adopted the fundamental 
principles of religion from another, unless their inter- 
course was intimate and continuous — ^in fact, unless 
they could freely exchange their thoughts in a com- 
mon language. And in that case the people who 
borrowed thought, could hardly have helped borrow- 
ing words also. We see this whenever less civilised 
nations are raised to a higher level of civilisation and 
converted to a higher religion; and the same thing 
happens, though in a lesser degree, when there has 
been a mutual exchange of religious thought betweeri 
civilised races also. The language of Polynesiani 
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<K>nvCTfcs is full of English terms. The language even 
of a civilised country like China, after it had been 
converted to Buddhism, abounds with corrupt Sanskrit 
words. Even the religious language of Eome, after 
it had been brought for the first time under the influ- 
ence of Greece, shows clear traces of its indebtedness. 
We find no such traces in the language of the early 
Christians. All the elements of their religious and 
philosophical terminology are either Greek or Jewish. 
Even the Jews, who had such frequent intercourse 
with other nations, and during the Alexandrian period 
borrowed so largely from their Greek instructors, 
betray hardly any religious imports from other Ori- 
ental countries in their religious and philosophical 
dictionary. At an earlier time, also, the traces of 
borrowing on the part of the Jews, whether from 
Babylonians or Persians, are, as we ' saw, very few 
and faint in Hebrew. No doubt neighbouring nations 
may borrow many things firom each other, but the 
idea that they steal, or borrow silently and dis- 
honestly, has little to support it in the history of the 
world. Least of all do they carry off the very corner- 
stones of their religion and philosophy from a foreign 
quarry. It would have been utterly impossible, for 
instance, for the early Christian Fathers to disguise 
or deny their indebtedness to the Old Testament or 
to Greek philosophy. No one has ever doubted it. 
But it is very different with Indian and Persian in- 
fluences. The possibility of some highly educated 
Persians or even Indians living at Alexandria at of 
even before the time of the rise of Christianity cannot 
be disproved, but that Philo or Clement should have 
been the ungrateful and dishonest pupils of Indian 
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Pandits, Bpddhist BMkshus, of Persian Mobeds, is 
more than, in the present state of our knowledge, any 
serious student of the history of human thought could 
possibly admit. 

Nor should we forget that most religions have a 
feeling of hostility towards other religions, and that 
they are not likely to borrow from others which in 
their most important and fundamental doctrines 
they consider erroneous. It has often been supposed 
that the early Christians borrowed many things from 
the Buddhists, and there are no doubt startli^ coin- 
cidences between the legendary life-stories of Buddha 
and Christ. But if we consider that Buddhism 
is without a belief in God, and that the most vital 
doctrine of Christianity is the fatherhood of God 
and the sonship of man, we shall find it difficult to 
believe that tfie Christiana should have taken pride 
in transferring to the Son of God any details from 
the biography of an atheistical teacher, or in ac- 
cepting a few of his doctrines, while a^bborring and 
rejecting the rest. 

Thei-e is still another difficulty in accepting the 
opinion that certain religions borrowed from each 
other. A more careful, historical study ^ of the re- 
ligions and philosophies of antiquity has ' enabled us 
to watch the natural and continuous gro'Vth of each 
of them. When we have learnt to und^stand how 
religions and philosophies which at first startled us by 
their similarities, have each had their own indepen- 
dent and uninterrupted development, we ^ease to look 
for foreign influences or intrusions, because we know' 
that there is reidly no room for them. If, for 
instance, we take the Yed&nta .|)hilo8ophy^ we con 
(4) Bb - 
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trace its growth, step by step from the h3Tims to 
the Br^hmanas, the XJpanishads, the Shtras, and 
their commentaries, and no one who has once under- 
stood that unbroken gi'owth would dream of ad- 
mitting any extraneous influences. The conception of 
death as a mere change of habitat, the recognition of 
the substantial identity of the human and the Divine 
Spirit, and the admission of true immortality as based 
entirely on knowledge, and as possible even without 
the intervention of physical death — all these are 
intellectual articles of faith which, however different 
from the primitive religion of the Indian Aryas, are 
nevertheless the natural outcome of the Indian mind, 
left to itself to brood from generation to generation 
over the problems of life and eternity. If then we 
find traces of the same or very similar articles of 
faith in the latest phase of Judaism, as represented 
by Philo, and again in the earliest phases of Chris- 
tianity, as represented by St. Clement, and other 
Hellenistic converts to Christianity, we must first 
of all ask the question, Can we account for the 
philosophical opinions of Philo who was a Jew, and 
of Clement who was a Christian, as the natural 
outcome of well-known historical antecedents, and, 
if so, is there any necessity, nay is there any possi- 
bility for admitting extraneous impulses, coming 
either from Hndia or Persia, from Buddhism or 
Manicheism 1 


FMlo tmA Us JUlc^ozieal Xnterrx«tatloa. 

Let us begin with Philo, and ask the question 
whether we cannot ^uUy ■account for l^s philosophy 
as the natural outcome of the drQumsl(a.nces of his 
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life. It is going too far to call Philo a Father of 
the Church, but it is perfectly true that the Christi- 
anity of Clement and Origen and other Fathers of 
the Church owes much of its metaphysical ground- 
work and its philosophical phraseology to that Jewish 
school of Alexandria of which Philo is only one, 
though the best-known representative. Some of the 
early Fathers were no doubt under the more im- 
mediate influence of Greek philosophy, but others 
came under its sway after it had been filtered through 
the minds of Jewish philosophers, such as Philo, and 
of Jewish converts in Egypt and Palestine 
Philo was the true child of his time, and we must try 
to understand his religious philosophy as the natural 
outcome of the cirCjUmstances in which the old Jewish 
religion found itself, when placed face to face with 
Greek philosophy. Philo’s mind was saturated with 
Greek philosophy, so that, as Suidas informs us, it 
had become a common saying that either Plato 
Philonizes or Philo Platonizes It is jjurious to 
observe^ that each party, the Greeks and the Jews, and 
later on, the Christians also, instead of being pleased 
with the fact that their own opinions had been adopted 
by others, complained of plagiarism and were most 
anxious to establish each their own claim to priority. 
Even so enlightened and learned a man as St. Clement 
of Alexandria writes : ‘ They have borrowed '^om 
our books the chief doctrines they hold on mith 
and knowiedge and science, on hope and love Wd 
repentance, on temperance and the fear of pod’ 
(Strom, ii. 1). These complaints, coming from Element, 

* See -Hatch, Sibh^ Lectures, pp. $60 seq. Tertulliani Apolo- 
getious, ed. Bindley, cap. xlvii, note O, ^ . 

Bha 
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may be regarded as well founded. But it is different 
with men like Minucius Felix on one side and Celsus 
on the other. These are both eager partisans. When 
Minucius Felix says that the Greek philosophers 
imitated the shadow of half-truths from the divine 
preaching of the Jewish prophets, one wonders 
whether he thought that Aristotle had studied Isaiah. 
And when Celsus says that the Christian philosophers 
were simply weaving a web of misunderstandings of 
the old doctrine, and sounded them forth with a loud 
trumpet before men, like hierophants round those 
who are being initiated in mysteries, did he really 
wish us to believe that the Apostles, and more par- 
ticularly the author of the Fourth Gospel, had studied 
the principal writings of Plato and Aristotle? One 
thing, however, is made quite cleay by their squabbles, 
namely that Judaism, Christianity, and Greek philo- 
sophy were fighting against each other on terms 
of perfect equality, and that they had all thi'ee to 
appeal to the judgment of the world, and of a world 
brought up almost entirely in the schools of Stoics 
and Neo-Platonists. Thus it was said of Origen that 
in his manner of life he was a Christian, but in his 
opinions about God, a Greek (Euseb. H. JS., vi. 19). 
Justin Martyr goes so far tis to say in a somewhat 
offended and querulous tone : ‘We teach the same 
as the Greeks, yet we alone are hated for what we 
teach’ (Appl. i. 20). • The same Justin Martyr speaks 
almost like 'a Greek philosopher when he protests 
against anthropoipiirnhic expressions. ‘You are not 
to think,’ he writes, ‘that the unbegotten God came 
down from anywhere or went up. . . . He who is 
uneontained by space and' by the whole world, does 
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not move, seeing that he was born before the world 
was bom/ In another place he says (ApoL ii. 13) : 
‘The teachings of Plato are not alien to tiiose of 
Christ, though not in all respects similar .... for all 
the writers (of antiquity) were able to have a dim 
vision of realities by means of the indwelling seed 
of the implanted word ’ (the Logos). 


Bynesinn, 

Even so late as the fourth century, and after the 
Council of Nicaea, we meet with a curious instance of 
this mixture of Chi-istian faith with Greek philosophy 
in a bishop, whose name may be familiar to many 
from Kingsley’s splendid novel, Hypatia. Bishop 
Synesius (bom about 370 a. d.) had actually been an 
attendant on Hypatia’s lectures. Bishop though he 
was, he represents himself in his writings as very fond 
of hounds and horses, of hunting and fighting. But he 
was likewise an ardent student of Greek philosophy, 
and it is very interesting to watch the stmggles be- 
tween his religion and his philosophy, as he la} s them 
bare in lettera to his friends. He was evidently made 
a bishop, Bishop of Ptolemais, very much against his 
will, and he sees no reason why, even in his episcopal 
ofiice, he should part with his horses and hounds. 
But not only that, but he declares that he cannot part 
with his philosophical convictions either, even where 
they clashed with Clmstianity. He confesses that he 
was by education a heathen, by profession a philoso- 
pher, and that if his duty as a bishop should be any 
hindrance to his philosophy, he would relinquish his 
diocese, abjure his orders, and remove into Greece. He 
seems, however, to have quieted bis scruples, and to 
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have remained in office, keeping Ms Greek philosophy 
to himself, which, as he says, would do no good to the 
people at large, and suffering them to live in the pre- 
judices wMch they had imbibed, whatever that may 
mean. 

If this wavering Christianity was possi^ble in a 
bishop, and even after the Council of Nicaea, 325, we 
may imagine what it was in the &st and the second 
centuries, when people who had been brought up on 
Greek philosophy persuaded themselves for the first 
time to join the Church of the Christians. 

In trying to represent the important process which 
in the East, and more particularly at Alexandria, had 
bi’ought the religious thoughts of the Semitic world 
face to face with the philosophical thoughts of Greece, 
I have allowed myself to anticipate what properly 
belongs to my next lectures. There can be no doubt, 
however, that this process of intellectual amalgama- 
tion between East and West, which we see still at 
work in the fourth century, took its origin much earlier, 
and chiefly in that school of Jewish thinkers who are 
represented to us in Philo. He must always remain to 
us the chief representative of a whole phase of Jewish 
thought, because though he himself appeals to former 
teachers, their works have not been preserved^. We 
should not attribute too much to Philo’s personality, 
powerful though it was. On the contrary, we should 
try to understand the Philonie phase of Judaism as the 
natural result of the dispersion of the Jews over ihe 
whole civilised world, over ‘ Assyria, Egypt, Pathros, 
Cush, Elam, SMnar and the islands of the sea,’ and of 
their contact with the best thoughts of these countries. 

^ Christian Flatmists, p. 6, 
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like most of his fellow-exEes, Philo remained a firm 
believer in the Old Testament. He is first a Jew, and 
then a philosopher, though the Jew has to make many 
concessions in learning to speak and think in the 
language of Greek philosophy. Philo’s position, after 
his acquaintance with Greek philosophy, reminds one 
often of that of Eammohun Roy, who was a firm 
believer in the Veda, when suddenly brought face to 
face with the doctrines of Christianity. He could not 
help being ashamed of many thin^ that were found 
in the sacred books of India, just as, according to 
Celsus, Jews and Christians were really ashamed of 
their Bible \ He had therefore to surrender many of 
the effete traditions of his old faith, but he tried to 
interpret others in the light received from Christian 
literature, till at last he formulated to himself a new 
concept of the Deity and of man’s relation to the 
Deity which seemed to be in harmony both with the 
intentions of Indian sages and with the aspirations of 
Christian teachers. The touchstone of truth which 
he adopted was much the same as that which Philo 
had adopted from Plato that nothing unworthy of 
the deity should be accepted as true, however sacred 
the authority on which it might rest. When this was 
once admitted everything else followed. Philo, with 
aH his reverence for the Old Testament, nay, as he 
would say, on account of that very reverence, did not 
hesitate to hall it ‘great and incurable silliness’ to 
suppose that Gojd reaEy planted fruit-trees in Para- 
dise. In another place PhUo says that to speak of 

^ Christian PMonists, p. 147. 

^ Bigg, Christian Flaionists, p. 51. Philo, Be Sacrificio Ab. et 
Oaini, xxviii. p. 181. We fiiid the same in Clement, Horn. IL 40, 
vav K€X^fy 4 ypa<p€y mra rov &€ov ^€vdos ianv. 
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God repenting, is impiety greater than any that was 
drown^ in the Flood*. The interpretation which he> 
put on these and similar passages is of much the same 
character as that which is now put by educated 
natives of India on the hideous worship of the goddess 
Duigi {Anthropolog. Religion, p. 160). Yet, however 
implausible such interpretations may seem to us, they 
show at all events a respect for truth and a belief 
in divine holiness. Neither Philo, nor Clement, nor 
Origan could bring themselves to accept physical or 
moral impossibilities as simply miraculous®. Believing 
as they did in a Logos or Beason that ruled the world, 
everything irrational became ipso facto impossible, or 
had to be interpreted allegorically. When we con- 
sider how powerful a philosophical thinker Philo 
was, some of his allegorical interpretations seem 
almost incredible, as when he explains that Adam 
was really meant for the innate perceptive faculty of 
the mind, and Eve for the same in its operative 
character, which springs subsequently into being, as 
the helper and ally of the mind. In the same way 
Abel, according to Philo, stands for perishableness, 
Cain for self-conceit and arrogance, Seth for irrigation, 
Enos for hope, Henoch for improvement, Noah for 
justice, Abraham, for instruction, Isom for spiritual 
delight. In all this Philo is perfectly serious and 
firmly convinced of the truth of his interpretations. 
And why? Because, as he says again and again, ‘no 
one could believe such stories as that a woman was, 
made out of a man’s rib.’ ‘ Clearly,’ he says, ‘ rib stands 
for power, as when we say that a man has ribs instead 

^ See PMIo, Quo^ Dmts immutatnhSf 1. 

® Bigg, CkrtsUan PlatonistSj p. 187. 
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of strength, or that a man is thick-ribbed. Adam 
then must represent the mind, Eve perception already 
acting through the senses, and the rib the permanent 
faculty still dormant in the mind.’ Even thus we 
must admire in Philo the spirit that is willing, though 
the flesh is weak. 

These allegorical interpretations had become in- 
evitable with Philo, as they had before with some of 
the more enlightened Greek philosophers, where we 
find them as early as Democritus, Anaxagoras, and as 
very popular with the Stoics, the immediate teachers 
of Philo. Whenever sacred traditions or sacred 
books have been invested by human beings with a 
superhuman authority, so that all they contain has to 
be accepted as the truth and nothing but the truth, 
what remains but either to call what is unworthy 
of the deity miraculous, or to resort to allegory? Nor 
are Philo’s allegories, though they are out of place, 
without their own profound meaning. I shall quote 
one only, which contains really an excellent abstract 
of his doctrine. When speaking of the Cherubim 
who were placed, with a flaming sword that turned 
every way, to guard the approaches of the tree of life, 
Philo, after quoting some other attempts at interpre- 
tation, proceeds to say : ‘ I once heard even a more 
solemn word from my soul, accustomed often to be 
possessed by God and prophesy about things which 
it knew not; which, if I can, I will recall to the 
mind and mention. Now, it said to me, that in the 
one really existing God the supreme and primary 
powers are two, goodness and authority, and that by 
goodness he has generated the universe, and by 
authority he rules over what was generated ; and that 
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a third thing in the midst, which brings these two 
together, is Eeason (Logos), for that by Reason God 
is possessed both of rule and of good. (It said) that 
of rule, therefore, and of goodness, these two powers 
the Cherubim' are symbols, and of Reason the flaming 
sword ; for Reason is a thing most swift in its motions 
and hot, and especially that of the Cause, because it 
anticipated and passed by everything, being lioth 
conceived before aU things and appearing in • all 
things 

So far we can follow. But when Philo proceeds 
to make an application of his interpretation of the 
Flaming Sword as the symbol of reason in. the story 
of Abraham and Isaac, and explains that Abraham 
when he began to measure all things by God, and to 
leave nothing to that which is generated, took ‘ fire 
and knife ’ as an imitation of the Flaming Sword, 
earnestly desiring to destroy and burn up the mortal 
from himself in order that with naked intellect he 
might soar aloft to God, we have to hold our breath 
in utter amazement at so much folly united in the 
same mind with so much wisdom ! 

What is important for us, however, is to see thai 
Philo, who is generally represented as almost unin- 
telligible, becomes perfectly intelligible if we once 
know his antecedents and his surroundings. If, 
as some scholars supposed, Philo had really been 
under the immediate influence of Eastern teachers, 
whether Persian or Indian, we should be able to 
discover some traces of Persian or Indian thought. 
Nay, if Philo had commanded a largely view of the 
religions of the world, it is not improbable that his 

* See Dr. James Drummond, PhUo Judaeus, voL i. p. 21. 
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eyes would have been opened, and that he might have 
leamt the same lesson which a comparative study of 
ancient religions has taught us, namely, that mytho- 
lo^cal language is inevitable in the early stages of 
religious thought, and that, if we want to undei’stand 
it, we must try to become children rather than philo- 
sophers. In one case Philo boldly declares that the 
stoiy of the creation of Eve, as given in the Old 
Testament, is simply mythological \ 

These preliminary remarks seemed to me necessary 
before approaching the problem with which we are 
more immediately concerned, namely, how the gulf 
that was fixed in the Jewish mind between heaven and 
earth, between God and man, could be bridged over. 
We saw that with Philo the concept of the Deity, 
though it often retained the name of Jehovah, had be- 
come quite as abstract an|d transcendent as that of the 
only true Being, ro ovtcos ov, of Greek philosophers. It 
wo^d potj^seem likely therefore that the Greek philo- 
sophers, from whom Philo had leamt his thoughts and 
language, could have supplied him with a bond to unite 
the visible with the invisible world. And yet so it 
was K For after all, the Greek philosophers also had 
found that they had raised their Supreme Being or 
their First Cause so very high, and placed it so far 
beyond the limits of this visible world and the horizon 
of human thought, that unless some connecting links 
-could be found, the world might as well be left with- 
out any cause and without any Supreme Being. 

^ Tb /hjrbp kvl rovro fivBwBis l<rTi (Legis allegor. i, 70)* 

® Bigg, Lc., p. 259 note; Drummond, l.c., ii. p. 170. 
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This connecting link, this bond between the world 
and its cause, between the soul and its God, was to 
Philo’s mind the Logos. 

Let us lay hold at once on this word. Logos is 
a Greek word embodying a Greek thought, a thought 
which has its antecedents in Aristotle, in Plato ; nay, 
the deepest roots of which have been traced back 
as far as the ancient philosophies of Anaxagoras and 
Heraclitus. This Greek word, whatever meaiiing was 
assigned to it by Christian thinkers, tells us in lan- 
guage that cannot be mistaken that it is a word and 
a thought of Greek workmanship. Whoever used it, 
and in whatever sense he used it, he had been under 
the influence of Greek thought, he was an intellectual 
descendant of Plato, Aristotle, or of the Stoics and 
Neo-Platonists, nay of Anaxagoras and Heraclitus. 
To imagine that either Jews or Christians could adopt 
a foreign terminology without adopting the thoughts 
imbedded in it, shows a strange misapprehension of the 
nature of language. If, as we are told, cei-tain savage 
tribes have no numerals beyond four, and afterwards 
adopt the numerals of their neighbours, can they 
borrow a name for five without borrowing at the 
same time the concept of five? Why do we use a 
foreign word if not because we feel that the word and 
the exact thought which it expresses are absent from 
our own intellectual armoury ? 

Philo had not only borrowed the Greek language in 
which he wrote, he had borrowed Greek thought also 
that had been coined in the intellectual mint of Greece, 
and the metal of which had been extracted from Greek 
ore. No doubt he used his loan for his own purposes. 
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still he could only transfer the Greek words to concepts 
that were ruore or less equivalent. If we see such names 
as Parliament or Upper and Lower House transferred to 
Japan, and used there either in a translated or in their 
original form to signify their own political assemblies, 
we know that however different the proceedings of the 
Japanese Parliament may be from those of the English 
Parliament, the very concept of a Parliament would 
never have been realised in Japan except for its 
prototype in England. Besides, we see at once that 
this wordj Parliament, and what it signifies, has no 
historical antecedents in Japan, while in England it 
has grown from a small seed to a magnificent tree. 
It is the same with Logos. There may have been 
some vague and faint antecedents of the Logos in the 
Old Testamenf^, but the Logos which Philo adopted 
had its historical antecedents in Greece anfl in Greek 
philosophy only. This is very important to remember, 
and we shall have to return to it again. 

It is often supposed that this Logos of Philo, and the 
TFonZ which was in the beginning, are something very 
obscure, some kind of mystery which few, if any, are 
able to fathom, and which requires at all events a great 
amount of philosophical training before it can be fully 
apprehended. It seems to me to require nothing but 
a careful study of the history of the word in Greece. 

Logos in Greek, before it was adopted for higher 
philosophical purposes, meant simply word, but word 
not as a mere sound, hut as thought embodied in 
sound. The Greeks seem never to have forgotten that 
logos, word, has a double aspect, its sound and its 
meaning, and that, though we may distinguish the 
' ^ Bigg} !•<!•> p. 18, note. 
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two, as we can the outside and inside of many things, 
they can never have a separate existence. Philo was 
fully aware of this, as is shown by the following 
passage from his Life of Moses, iii. 113 (ii. 154)^ : 
‘ The Logos is double both in the universe and in the 
nature of man. In the universe there are both that 
which relates to the immaterial and pattern ideas, out 
of which the intelligible cosmos was established, and 
that which relates to the visible objects (which are 
accordingly imitations and copies of those ideas), out 
of which this perceptible cosmos was completed. But 
in man the one is inward and the other outward, and 
the one is, as it were, a fountain, but the other sonorous 
(yeycoKos), flowing from the former.’ 

Nothing could supply a better simile for God think- 
ing and uttering the cosmos than the act of man in 
thinking and uttering his thought. It is only our 
complete misapprehension of the true nature of words 
which has led people to suppose that Philo’s simile 
was merely fanciful. The idea that the world was 
thought and uttered or willed by God, so far from 
being a cobweb of abstruse philosophy, is one of the 
most natural and most accurate, nay most true con- 
ceptions of the creation of the world, and, let me add 
at once, of the true origin of species. 

I was, I believe, one of the first who ventured to 
use the traditions of uncivilised races as parallel 
instances of classical myths, and as helps to the under- 
standing of their origin, and I may venture perhaps 
on a new experiment of utiHsing the philosophical 
thoughts of a so-caU.ed savage race as likely to throw 
light on the origin of what the Greeks meant by Logos. 

^ Drummond, Lc., ii p. 172, 
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T3i6 ItogoB Kmong tbe Zlamatlis. 

The Klamaths, one of the Red Indian tribes, lately 
described by Mr. Gatchet and Mr. Horatio Hale, b<^ 
lieve, as we are told, in a Supreme God, whom they 
call ‘ The Most Ancient,’ ‘ Our Old Father,’ or ‘ The 
Old One on high,’ He is believed to have created the 
world that is, to have made plants, animals, and men. 
But when asked how the Old Father created the world, 
the Klamath philosopher replied : ‘ By tkinkioig and 
willing’ In this thinking and willing you have on 
that distant soil the germs of the same thought which 
on Greek soil became the Logos, and in the Fourth 
Gospel is called the Word. 

It may be thought that such an idea is far too 
abstract and abstruse to arise in the minds of Red 
Indians of the present day or of thousands of years 
ago. It is quite true that in a more mythological 
atmosphere the same thought might have been ex- 
pressed by saying that the Old Father made the world 
with his hands, or called it forth by his word of com- 
mand, and that he breathed life into all lilting tbing a 
The world when created might in that case have been 
called the handiwork, or even the offspring and the 
son of God. 

It did not, however, require much observation to see 
that there was order and regularity i in nature, or 
thought and wiU, as the Klamaths called it. The 
regular rising of sun and moon would be sufScient to, 
reveal that. If the whole of nature, were mere lumber 
and litter, its author and ruler might have been a zero 
or a fool. But there is thought in a tree, and there is 
thought in a horse, and that thought is repeated again 
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and again in every tree and in every horse. Is all 
this like the sand of the desert, vrhisked about by a 
sirocco, or is it thought and will, or what the Stoics 
'•ailed it, the result of a Xoyoy <rvep/ionK(is ? As in our 
own scientific, so in the earliest age of human observa- 
tion and thought, the reason which lunderlies and per- 
vades nature could not escape detection. It answered 
readily to the reason of every thoughtful observer, so 
that Kepler, after discovering the laws of the planetary 
system, could truly say that he had thought again the 
thoughts of God. 

I cannot posdbly give you here the whole history 
of the Logos, and all the phases through which it 
passed in the philosophical atmosphere of Greece 
before it reached Philo, the Jewish philosopher, or 
i Christian philosophers, such as the author of the 
Introduction to ihe Fourth Gospel, St. Clement, 
Origen, and many others. In order to do that, I,' 
should have to carry you from the latest Stoics whose 
schools were frequented by Philo at Alexandria, to 
the Stoa where Aristotle taught his realism, and to 
the Academy where Plato expounded his ideal philo- 
sophy, nay, even beyond, to the schoolsi of Anaxagoras 
and Heraclitus. All this has been extremely well 
done by Dr. Drummond in his FMh Jvdaeus, A 
short Survey must here suffice. 

Wm Historical Antecodonts of the 

Before we attempt eyen a mere survey of these his- 
torical antecedents of the Logos, or the Word, let us try 
to reason out the same ideas by ourselves. Logos means 
word and thought. Word and thought,a8 1 hope to have 
proved in my Science of Thought, are inseparable. 
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they are but two aspects of the same intelleetuai act. 
If we mean by thought what it means as soon as it is 
expressed in a word, not a mere percept, not even 
what it is often mistaken for, a Vorstdlung^ or what 
used to be called a sensuous idea, but a concept, then 
it is clear that a word, taken as a mere sound, without 
a concept expressed by it, would be a non-entity, quite 
as much as the concept would be a non-entity without 
the word by which it is embodied. Hence it is that 
the Greek logos means both word and thought, 
one inseparable from the other. 

As soon as language had produced such names as 
horse, dog, man or woman, the mind was ipso facto in 
possession of what we call concepts or ideas. Every 
one of these words embodies an idea, not only a general 
more or less blurred image remaining in our memory 
like the combined photographs of GaJton, but a 
concept — that is, a genuine thought under which every 
individual horse or dog can be conceived, comp}-e- 
hended, classified and named. What is meant by the 
name horse, can never be presented to our senses, but 
only to our iutelleet, and it has been quite truly said 
that no human eye has ever seen a horse, but only 
this or thr.t horse, grey, black, or brown, young or 
old, strong or weak. Such a name and such a concept 
as horse, could not represent the memory of repeated 
sensuous impressions only. These impressions might 
leave in our memory a blurred photographic image, but 
never a concept, free from all that is individual, casual 
and temporary, and retaining only what is essential or 
what seemed to be essential to the framers of language 
m all I'jarte of the world. It is quite true that each 
individual has io learn his concepts or ideas by meams 
M C c 
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of sensuous perception, by discovering ^bat general 
features are stared in common by a number i'.f indi- 
viduals. It is equally true that we have to accepu 
the traditional names handed down to us by parental 
tradition from time immemorial. But admitting all 
this, we should ask, Whence sprang the first idea of 
horse which we during our life on earth see realised in 
every single horse and repeated with every new genera- 
tion ? What is that typical character of horse which 
can be named and can afterwards be scientifically 
defined? Was there no artist, no rational being that 
had to conceive the idea of horse, before there was 
a single horse ? Could any artist produce the statue 
of a horse, if he had never seen a horse? Will 
material protoplasm, spontaneous evolution, the in- 
fluence of environment, the survival of the fittest, 
and all the rest — will any purely mechanical process 
ever lead to a horse, whether it be a horse, or as yet a 
hipparion only? Every name means a species, and 
one feels almost ashamed if one sees how much more 
profound is the theory of the Origin of Species as 
conceived by Plato than that of modem naturalists. 


The Origin of Species. 

I confess I have always been surprised that these 
old elementary teachings of Plato’s philosophy have 
been so completely ignored when the discussion on 
the origin of species was taken up again in recent 
times. And yet we should never have spoken of the 
origin of species but for Plato and his predecessors 
in Greek philosophy. For species is but a translation 
of et8os, and ct8os is almost a synonym of Ibea. Is it 
not perfectly unthinkable that living organic bodies, 
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whether plants or animals, nay, that anything in this 
universe, could have come to be what it is by mere 
evolution, by natural selection, by survival of the 
fittest, and all the rest, unless its evolution meant the 
realisation of an idea ? Let us grant by all means that 
the present harm is the last term of a series of modifi- 
cations, brought about by natural causes, of a type 
which has existed ever^sinee the Mesozoic epoch ; yet 
we cannot but ask Whence that type ? and What is 
meant by type? Was it mere undifferentiated proto- 
plasm that by environment and other c isual influences 
might have become either a horse or a dog ? or must we 
not admit a purpose, a thought, a Adyo?, a (nrepiMTinos 
koyos, in the first protoplastic germ which could end in 
one last term only, a horse or a dog, or whatever else 
was thought and willed by a rational Power, or by 
what the ancients called the Logos of God 1 Professor 
Huxley himself speaks of the type of horse. What 
can he mean by that, if not the idea of hors&? It 
matters little how such a type or such an idea was 
realised, whether as a cell or as a germ, so long as we 
recognise that there was an idea or a purpose in it, 
or, to adopt the language of the Red Indians, so long 
as we believe that everything that exists was thought 
and willed by the ‘Old One on high.’ Is thei’e reason 
in the world or not, and if there is, whose R eason is it 1 
That certain species were evolved from lower species, 
even during the short time of which we possess any 
certain knowledge, is no doubt a great discovery, but it 
does not touch the deeper question of the origin of all 
species. Whenever such transitions have been proved, 
we should simply have to change our language, and no 
longer call that a species which has been proved no 

Cca 
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to be a species. We mast use our words as we have 
defined them, and species means an idea or an etSo?, 
that is a a eternal thoTight of a rational Being. Such 
a thought niii,st vary in every individual manifestation 
of i^, but it can never change. Unless we admit the 
eternal existence of these ideas in a rational Mind or 
in the Primal Cause of all things, we cannot aeq/sunt 
for our seeing them realised in nature^ discovered, by 
human reason, and named by human language. This 
becomes still eleai-er if, instead of natural productions, 
we think of geometrical forms. Can we imagine that 
a perfect circle, nay, a single straight line, was ever 
foiTOed by repeated experiments ? or have we not to 
admit, before a perfect sphere becomes real, if ever it 
does become real, the concept of a perfect sphere in 
a rational, that is, a divine Mind? The broad ques- 
tion is whether the world, such as we know it and have 
named it. is rational or cusua!. The choice does not 
lie between a belief in evolution and special creation, 
whatever that may mean, but between a belief in 
Reason and a denial of Reason at the bottom of all 
things. 

If we want to account for a rational world and for 
the permanence of typical outline.s in evel’y species, 
our niiud has to admit, first of all. a creative thought, 
or wiuit Professor Huxley calls a type. Do we not 
see how every horse is moulded as it were, in a per- 
maneiiT n-pe however much the Shetland pony may 
ditie' .eoia the Arab? It is of no use for Physical 
Scif'cfc to shut its eais against such speculations or 
to tall them metaphysical dreams. Physical Science 
indulges m much wildei dreams when it speaks of 
protoplasm, ot sperms and germs, of heredity, and all 
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the rest. What is heroditj’ but the permanence of 
that invisible and yet most real type which Plato 
called the idea ? Human reason has always revolted 
against ascribing what is permanent to mere accident^ 
even, to the influence of environmentj to natural selec- 
tion, survival of the fittest, and all the rest. It 
demands by right a real cause, sufficient for real 
effects ; a raHoaal cause, sufficient for rational effects. 
That cause may be invisible, yet. it is visible in its 
effects, nor are invisible things less real than visible 
ones. We must postulate invisible but real types, be- 
cause without them their visible effects would remain 
inexplicable. It is easy to say that like prodiices like, 
but whence the first type 1 Whence the tree before 
there was a tree, whence man himself, before there was 
mas, and whence that mould in which each individual 
seems cast, and which no individual can burst? 
The presence of these types or specific forms, the 
presence of order and law in the visible world, seems 
to have struck the human mind at a much earlier 
period than is commonly supposed. The Kiamaths, as 
we saw, said that the world was thought and willed, 
Anaxagoras declared that there was Nous or Mind in 
the world. 


And even before Anaxagoras, Heraclitus, after 
claiming fire, in. its most abstract form, as the primi- 
tive element of all things, postulated something beside 
the material element, some controlling power, some 
force and law ; and he too called it Logos, i.e. reason or 
word. Vague indications of the same idea ma.y be dis- 
covered in the mythological tradition of a Moira or 
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Heimarmen^, that is Destiny, and Heraclitus actually 
used Heimarmend,* which Anaxagoras declared to be 
an empty name (Kevbv ovoyM,, Alex. Aphrod. de Fato, 2) 
as a synonym of his Logos. This is confirmed by 
Stobaeusj saying (Eel. i. 5, p. 178) that Heraclitus 
taught that the essence of Destiny was the Logos 
which pervades the substance of the universe. Here the 
Logos is what we should call law or reason, and what 
the ancient poets of the Veda called JSita, the Eight 
When we ask, however, what seems to us a most 
natural question, whose that reason was, or who was 
the law-giver, always acting in the fiery process of 
the universe, so that in all the wars and conflicts 
of the elements right and reason prevail, we get no 
answer from Heraclitus. Some scholars hold that 
Heraclitus took the Logos to be identical with the 
Fire, but to judge from certain expressions, his Logos 
seems rather a mode according to which the Fire acts 
(jcara rbv Koyov). Nor does it seem quite clear to me 
that Heraclitus would have called the individual soul 
a part of the Logos, instead of saying that the in- 
dividual soul also, as an emanation {avadviiiaarisj of 
the universal fire, was under the control of the Logos. 
It is stiU more difficult to say what sense Logos 
possessed before Heraclitus adopted it, and applied it 
to express the order of the universe. There is nothing 
to show that like later philosophers he took it in the 
sense of word as the embodiment of thought and 
reason. It probably meant no more to Heraclitus, 
when he adopted it for a higher purpose, than reckon- 
ing, rule, propoition, relation, in which sense we see it 
used in such words as avaXoyov, what is ava Koyov, or as 
^ M. M/s Hibbert Lectures, p. 245. 
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Heraclitus said, Kara koyov, according to law. It is 
quite clear tliat the Logos of Heraclitus had not yet 
assumed in his mind that definite meaning of a chain 
of ideas connecting the First Cause with the pheno- 
menal world, which it presented to the Stoics and to 
Philo. It was as yet no more than that general reason 
or reasonableness which struck the eyes and the mind 
of man even on the lowest stage of civilisation. 

Amaxasroras. 

When Anaxagoras substituted Nous, Mind, for Logos, 
he went a step beyond, and was the first to claim some- 
thing of a personal character for the law that governs 
the world, and was supposed to have changed ite raw 
material into a cosmos. We may be able to conceive 
a law without a person behind it, but Nous, Mind, 
takes a thinker almost for granted. Yet Anaxagoras 
himself never fully personified his Nous; never 
grafted it on a God or any higher being. Nous 
was with him a something like everything else, a 
XP^Mo, a thing, as he called it, though the finest and 
purest of all material things. In some of his utter- 
ances Nous was really identified with the living soul, 
nay, he seems to have looked upon every individual 
soul as partidpating in the universal Nous and in 
this universal chrema. 

Sofirates and Plato. 

On the problem which interests us more spedally, 
namely the relation of the Logos or Nous to man 
on one side and to God on the other, we gain little 
till we come to Aristotle and the Stoics. So- 
crates, if we take our idea of him from Xenophon, 
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retained the mythological phixseology of Greece, he 
spoke of many Gods, yet he believed in One God^ 
who rul^ the whole world and by whom man was 
created This God is omnipresent, though invisible, 
and wh^n Socrates speaks of the thought in all 
vqarts iv 'itavrC), he seems to express the same thopght 
as Heraclitus when speaking of the Logos, who always 
is akl €m>, or as Anaxagoras when speaking of the Nous 
which ordered all things (Si«K«iorfwjtre v&vra xp’ 7 ftcra) 
(Diog. l^ert. ii. 6). 

Though we may recognise in all this more or less 
conscious attempts to account for the presence of 
something beside matter in the world, to discover an 
invisible, possibly a divine agent or agency in making, 
disposing, and ruling the world, and thus to connect 
the phenomenal with the noumenal, the finite with 
the infinite, the human with the divine, yet this last 
deliberate step was not taken either by Socrates, or 
by Plato. The simple question what the Logos was 
with respect to the Deity, received no definite answer 
from these philosophers. 

It is well known that what we called before the 
permanait types of aU things were called by Plato the 
ideas, by the Klamaths, the thoughts, willed by the 
Creator. These ideas, which taken together formed 
what Heraclitus meant by the eternal Logos, appear 
in Plato’s philosophy as a system, built up archi- 
tectonically, as the plan of the architecture of the 
visible universe. Plato’s ideas, which correspond to 
our natural specie and genera, become more and more 

^ Sympos. viii. 9, leoJ kvwvvpdm 

^ Xen. Mem. i. 4, 6. 
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general till they rise to the ideas of the Good, the Just, 
and the Beautiful. But instead of the many ideas 
Plato speaks also of <yne general and eternal pattern 
of the world which, like the idea of God, is not the 
Creator himself, nor yet separable from him. This 
pattern, though eternal, is yet a creation, though an 
eternal creation, a world of thought prior to the 
world of sense This comes very near to the Stoic 
Logos, as known to Philo. 

Li other places Plato admits a highest idea which 
allows of no higher one, the last that- can be known, 
the idea of the Good, not simply in a moral, hut like- 
wise in a physical and metaphysical sense, the Bum- 
mum Bonum. This highest idea of the Good is what 
in religious language would be called the Supreme 
Being or God. But Plato, as far as I can judge, is 
never quite explicit ini telling us what he conceived 
this Good to be. It is true he speaks of it as the Lord 
of Light (Republ. vi. 608), and he speaks of the sun as 
the son of the Good, whom the Good begat in his own 
likeness, to be in the visible world in relation to sight 
and the things of sight, what the Good is in the intel- 
lectual world in relation to mind and the things of 
mind. . . . And the soul, he continues, ‘ is like the eye : 
when resting upon that on which truth and being shine, 
the soul perceives and understands, and is radiant with 
intelligence, , , . And that which imparts truth to the 
known and the power of knowing to the knower is 
what I would have you term the Idea of Good.’ 

Here Plato leaves us, nor is he more explicit as to 
what the relation of that Idea of Good is to the other 
ideas, and how it can fulfil all that the old idea of 
^ Jowettj Introd. to Timaeus, p, §68. 
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Gfod or tte Gods was meant to fulfil. Whether it was 
the only efficient cause of the world, or whether each 
of the many ideas possessed its own efficient causality, 
independent of the Idea of Good, is a question difficult 
to answer out of Plato’s own mouth. Plato speaks of 
God and Gods, but he never says in so many words 
‘This, my Idea of the Good, is what you mean by 
Zeus.’ If we asked whether this Idea of the Good was 
personal or not, we should receive no answer from Plato. 
It is important, however, to kee^ in mind ^at Platox 
speaks of one general and eternal pattern of the world 
which, like the Idea of Good, is not the Creator him- 
self, nor yet separable from hiin. This pattern, though 
eternal, is created, a world of thought prior to the 
world of sense \ 

What remains dark and doubtful in Plato’s system 
is the relation of the visible to the invisible world, of 
the phenomena to their ideas. The expressions which 
he uses as to the phenomena participating in the 
ideal, or the visible being a copy of the invisible, are 
similes and no more. In the Timaeus he becomes 
somewhat more explicit, and introduces his theory 
of the creation of the urdverse as a living being, and 
like every living being, possessed of a soul, the soul 
being again possessed of mind^ This universe or 
Cosmos or Uranos is there represented as the offspring 
of God, and what is important to 1:0108x11, he is called 
Monogen^ the only begotten, the unigenitus, or more 
correctly the unims, the unique or single, the one of 
his kind. The imperfections that cannot be denied 

^ See Jowett, Introd. to the Timaeus, p. 668. 

* Timaeus, 80 B, rSvSt rbv teSafwv (fov ifjopvxov ewow t€. 

* ETs o5€ fmoy€y^ oifpayds yeyov^jt Im t€ /cat It* l<rrat, Tim, 
81 B 
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to exist in the world and in man are explained as due 
either to the Apeiron^ i. e. formless matter, which re- 
cdves form through the ideas, or in the case of men, 
to the fact that their creation was entrusted to the 
minor deities, and did not proceed direct from the 
Creator. Still the soul is everywhere represented as 
divine, and must have been to Plato’s mind a connect- 
ing link between the Divine and the Human, between 
the invisible and the visible. 


Aristotle. 

Aristotle is far more explicit in defining what in his 
philosophy is to take the place of Zeus, for it is curious 
to observe how all these philosophers with aU their 
sublime ideas about the Divine, always start from their 
old Zeus, and speak of their new ideas as taking the 
place of Zeus, or of the Godhead. It was the Zeus of 
his childhood or his 0eos which was explained by 
Aristotle as being really to ttp&tov kivwv, the Prime 
Mover, possibly to vparov eidos, the Prime Form or 
idea, as distinguished from ^ -n-pcSrrj the Prime 
Matter. He tells us also what he considers all the 
necessary qualities of this Prime Mover to be. It must 
be one, immoveable, unchangeable, living, intelligent, 
nay it must be active, i.e. thinking intelligence, intelli- 
gence thinking itself v6r}<ris vo^creoas vorjans, Metaphys. 
xi. 9, 4). The question of personality does not seem 
to disturb the G^eek thinkers as it does us. Aris- 
totle’s transcendent Godhead represents the oneness 
of the thinker and thoughts, of the knower and the 
known. I|;s relation to matter (i/Atj) is that of the 
, form (eTSos) subduing ms,tter, but also that of the 
mover moving matter. With all this, Aristotle has 
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not in the end elaborated more than a transcendent 
Godhead, a solitary being thinking himself, some- 
thing not very different from what the later Valen- 
tinians might have called the General ' Silence, or 
what Basilides meant by the non-existent God who 
made the non-existent world out of non-existent 
materials^. This could not give any satisfaction to 
the religious sentiment which requires a living God, 
and some explanation of the dependence of the world 
on a divine ruler, and of the relation of the soul to 
a Supreme Being. 

Stoics. 

We have thus far examined some of the materials 
which were carried down the stream of Greek 
philosophy till they reached the hand? of Philo and 
other Semitic thinkers who tried to reconcile them 
with their ancient beliefs in their own personal yet 
transcendent God. Before, however, we proceed 
further to watch the process by which these two 
streams, the one of Aryan, tho other of Semitic 
thought, became united, at first in the minds of Jewish 
philosophers, and afterwards in the minds of Christian 
believem also, we have still to follow the later de- 
velopment of the thoughts of Plato and Aristotle in 
the schools of their successors, the Stoics and Neo- 
Platonists. We need not dwell on any of their 
theories, whether logical, ethical, or metaphysical, ex- 
cept those that touch on the relation of the finite 
to the infinite, the human to the divine, the tf>atv6y.€va 
to the ovra. 

^ Ovtais ohx Sar 0th ivoitiat xSiTuoy oiK Svra kf oiiK ivron>. (Bies. 
I.C., p, 28, 81.) 
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The Stoics requii-ed a God in the old sense of the 
word. They were not satisfied with the supreme 
idea of Plato, nor with the Prime Mover of Aristotle. 
Like their predecessors, they also had discovered law, 
order, or necessity and causation in the visible world, 
and they postulated a cause sufficient to account for 
the existence of that law and order in the phenomenal 
cosmos. That Ci2ase, however, with the Stoi(» was 
not transcendent, but immanent. Reason or Logos 
was discovered by them as present in every part of 
the umverse, as holding the universe together ; naji it 
was itseK considered as corporeal, and so far as it 
represented deity, deity also was to the Stoics some- 
thing corporeal, though ethereal or igneous^. Yet 
they placed a difference between Eyle, matter, and the 
Logos or Supreme Reason or God which pervaded all 
matter. This Logos, according to them, was not only 
creative (Ttoiovv), but it continued to control all things 
in the world. Some Stoics distinguished indeed 
between the Logos and Zeus, the Supreme God, but 
the orthodox doctrine^ of the Stoic school is that God 
and the Divine Reason in the world are the same, 
though they might be called by different names. The 
Stoics, therefore, were true pantheists. With them, 
as with Heraclitus, everything was full of the Gods, 
and they were anxious to say that this divine presence 
applied even to the meanest and most vulgar things, 
to ditches and vermin. 

The Stoics, however, spoke not only of one universal 
Logos pervading the whole cosmos, they likewise 
admitted, as if in remembrance of Plato’s ideas, a 
number of logoi, though in accordance with Aristotle’s 

^ Umdm ml F'jseidon. m Stob. Eel. i 58. 
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teaching they held that these logoi dwelt within, and 
determined all individual things (Aoyot iwkoi, uni- 
versalia in re). These logoi were called a-nepiuniKoi 
or seminal, being meant to account, like the sperms, 
for the permanence of the type in the phenomenal 
world, for what, vsdth less perfect metaphor we now 
call inherited specific qualities. 

These Logoi, whether singly or comprehended as the 
one universal Logos, had to account for all that was 
permanent in the variety of the phenomenal wmrld. 
They formed a system ascending from the lowest to 
the highest, which was reflected in what we should 
call the evolution of nature. A Separate position, 
however, was assigned to man. The human soul 
was supposed to have received in a direct way a 
portion of the universal Logos, and this constituted 
the intelligence or reason which man shared in com- 
mon with the gods. Besides this divine gift, the 
human soul was supposed to be endowed with speech, 
the five senses, and the power of reproduction. Ana 
here we meet for the first time a definite statement 
that speech is really the external Logos (A. irpo^opiKos), 
without which the internal Logos (A. ivSidderos) would 
be as if it were not. The word is shown to be the 
manifestation of reason; both are Logos, only under 
different aspects. The animal soul was conceived as 
something material, composite, and therefore perish- 
able, to which the Logos was imparted. Like the 
VedUntists, the Stoics taught that the soul would 
live after death, but only to the end of the world 
(the Kalpa), when it would be merged into the uni- 
vei-sal soul. Whence that univei'sal soul took its 
origin, or what it was, if different both from the 
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Logos and from matter (^>A7/), we are never distinctly 
told. What is clear, however, is that the Stoics 
looked upon the Logos as eternal. Li one sense the 
Logos was with God, and, in another, it might be said 
to be God. It was the Logos, the thought of God, 
as pervading the world, which made the world what 
it is, viz. a rational and iuteUigible cosmos ; and it was 
the Logos again that made man what he is, a rational 
and intelligent soul. 

PMlo’s XxLlieritaiice. 

You see now what a large inheritance of philo- 
sophical thought and philosophical larjguage was 
bequeathed to men like Philo, who, in the first 
century before bur era, being themselves steeped in 
Semitic thought, were suddenly touched by the in- 
vigorating breezes of the Hellenic spirit, Alexandria 
was the meeting-place of these two ancient streams 
of thought, and it was in its Libraides and Museum 
that the Jewish religion experienced its last philo- 
sophical, revival, and that the Christian religion for 
the first time asserted its youthful strength against 
the philosophies both of the East and of the West, 
You will now perceive the important representative 
character of Philo’s vsrritings which alone allow us an 
insight into the historical transition of the Jewish 
religion from its old legendary to a new philosophical 
and almost Christian stage. Whether Philo personally 
exercised a powerful influence on the thoughts of his 
contemporaries, we cannot tell. But he evidently 
represented a powerful- religious and philosophical 
movement, a movement which later on must have 
extended to many of the earliest Christian converts 
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at Alexandria, whether Jews or Greeks by birth and 
education. Of Philo’s private life the only thing 
which concerns us is that he was a student who 
found his highest happiness in the study of his own 
religion and of the philosophica-l systems of the great 
thinkers of Greece, both ancient and modem. Bom 
probably about 20 B.o., he died about the middle of 
the first century A.D. He was therefore the con- 
temporary of Christ, though he never mentions him. 

PMloaopIty. 

What concerns us are the salient doctrines of Philo’s 
philosophy. Philo never surrendered his belief in 
Jehovah, though his Jehovah had not only been 
completely freed from his anthropomorphic character, 
but laised so high above all eaxlbly things that he 
differed but little from the Platonic Godhead. Philo 
did not, however, believe in a creation out of nothing, 
but like the Stoics he admitted a Hyle, matter or sub- 
stance, by the side of God, nay as coeval with God, 
yet not divine in its origin. Like the Apeiron, the 
Infinite of Anaximander, this Hyle is empty, passive, 
formless, nay incapable of ever receiving the whole 
of what the Divine Being could confer upon it, though 
it is sometimes said that all things are filled or per- 
vaded by God ^ and nothing left empty 

And yet the same God in bis own essence can never, 
according to Philo, be brought into actual contact 
with matter, but he employed intermediate, and un- 
embodied powers (St'ra/icii), or, as we may call them, 

^ As Plato saidj Laws, S99, tfyu 
i)vdiP oifB^ ip7^/ioy dnoXikoiwfK Lng. It Y*i!. i, p, 52, m. p« 88. 
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Ideas, in order tliat each genus might take its proper 
form 

The hogoB as a Bridsre 1>etweeii Ctod and tbe World. 

Nothing therefore could be more welcome to Philo 
than this Stoic theory of the Logos or the Logoi for 
bringing the transcendent Cause of the World into 
relation with the phenomenal world. It helped him 
to account for the creation of the world, and for the 
presence of a controlling reason in the phenomenal 
cosmos, an d he had only to apply to the Logoi the 
more familiar name of Angels in order to bring his 
old Jewish belief into harmony with his new philo- 
sophical convictions. As Milman has truly remarked. 
‘ Wherever any approximation had been made to the 
truth of one First Cause, either awful religious 
reverence (the Jews) or philosophical abstraction (the 
Greeks) had removed the primal Deity entirely be- 
yond the sphere of human sense, and supposed that 
the intercourse of the Deity with men, the moral 
government, and even the original creation, had been 
carried on by intermediate agency,' either in Oriental 
language of an emanation, or in the Platonic of the 
wisdom, reason, or intelligence of One Supreme.’ 

Philo, who combines the awful reverence of tho 
Semitic with the philosophical sobriety of the Greek 
mind, holds that God in the highest sense forms to 
himself, first of all, an ideal invisible world (koV/xos 
I'orjTos, aoparos) containing the ideas of all things, 


^ 'yap Trdvr* iy4vvi)(r€v 6 ovic ^tpartrofA^voi auros* ou 

ydp Bipis dumpov fcal it€(pvppL4v7)S vkr^s \paviiv rov iSfiova teal pampLOVf 
dkXd rah a&mpdrois dvpdpeoiVj cD?/ trvpiov ovopa at ihiai^ /carixf^V^o,ro 
TTpos rb yivos %Ka<Trov r^v dpporrovdav AajSftt' popiprj^' Be Sacrificant 
13, p. 261. 

(4) D a 
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sometimes called the world of ideas, koV/xos theav, or 
even the idea of ideas, Ibea t&v Ibe&v. These ideas 
are the patterns, ra vapabetynara, of all things, and 
the power by which God conceived them is frequently 
called the Wisdom of God (o-o^ia or inKrrqfirjy Nay, 
personification and mythology creep in even into 
the holy of holies of philosophy, so that this most 
abstract Wisdom is spoken of as the Wife of God^, 
the Mother or Nurse of all things sensible {mr-qp Ka\ 
TiSrivr) T&v o\(av). Yet even thus, this Mother and Nurse 
is not allowed to bear or suckle her own children 
The Divine Wisdom is not allowed to come into 
contact with gross matter as little as God himself. 
That contact is brought about through the Logos, 
as a bond which is to unite heavenly and earthly 
things ’ and to transfer the intellectual creation from 
the divine mind upon matter. This Logos is supposed 
to possess certain predicates, but these predicates which 
may be called the eternal predicates of the Godhead, — 
for thu Logos also was originally but a predicate of 
the Godhead — ^are soon endowed with a certain inde- 
pendence and persoHaoity. the most important being 
goodness (r) ayadorqs) and power (fi e^overia). This 
goodness is also called the creMive power {fj 7rotjjrt/dj 
bvvapis), the other is called the royal or ruling power 
[f] f-iaa-ikiKTi bvvap.is), and while in some passages these 
powers of God are spoken of as God, in others 
they assume if not a distinct personality, yet an 

* Drummond, L c , il, p. 206. 

in some places, however, Philo^ forgets the supermundane 
cliai deter of this Sophia or Episteme, and in Be ebriet. 8. i. 861 seq , 
he wiites: ^ Trapa^^afihrj rb rov $€Ov uiripfm, r€\fa<p6pois ijbtai 
rbv povov ml dyavrp’bv ala^rhv vlbv dwfxwjffc rovbc rbv Kotffiov 

3 Philo, Vit Mos. iii 14 ; Bigg, ChnsHan Platonists, p. 259 
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independent activity \ Though in many placec these 
powera {bvvaiieis) are used as synonymous with the 
Logos, yet originally they were conceived as the 
might of divine action, while the Logos was the 
mode of that action. 

]U>gos ai tbe Son of OoA. 

It must always be remembered that Philo allows 
himself great freedom in the employment of his 
philosophical terminology, and is constantly carried 
away into mythological phraseology, which after- 
wards becomes hardened and almost unintelligible. 
Thus the intellectual creation in the Divine Mind 
is spoken of not only as a cosmos, but as the 
offspring, the son of God, the first-born, the only 
begotten (utos tov deov, fiovoyevris, Trpcoroyovos) ; yet 
in other places he is called the elder son {vpeaQvTepos 
wlo's) as. compared with the visible world, which is 
then called the younger son of God [vedhrepos vlos tov 
B eov), or even the other'God (beurepos Beds). 

AU these terms, at first purely poetical, become 
after a time technical, not used once or casually, but 
handed down as the characteristic marks of a philo- 
sophical school. To us they are of the greatest impor- 
tance as sign-posts showing the road on which certain 
ideas have travelled from Athens to Alexandria, till 
they finally reached the mind of Philo, and not of Philo 
only, but also of his contemporanes and successors, 
whether Jews, or Greeks, or Christians. Wherever we 
meet with the word Logos, we know that we have to 
deal with a word of Greek extraction. When Philo 
adopted that word, it could have meant for bim sub- 


^ Bigg, Christian Platomsts, p. 13, note. 
D da 
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stantially neither more nor less than what it had meant 
before in the sehook of Greek philosophy. Thus, when 
the ideal creation or the Logos had been called by 
Philo the only begotten or uni(^ue son (vlds fiovoyevns), 
the son of God (vlos 0€oS), and when that name was after- 
wards transferred by the author of the Fourth Gospel 
to Christ, what was predicated of Him can only have 
been in substance what was contained before in these 
technical terms, as used at first at Athens and after- 
wards at Alexandria. To the author of the Gospel, 
Christ was not the Logos because he was Jesus of 
Nazareth, the son of Mary, but because he was be- 
lieved to be the incarnate Word of God, in the true 
sense of the term. This may seem at first very strange, 
but it shows how sublime the conception of the Son 
of God, the first-bom, the only one, was in the minds 
of those who were the first to use it, and who did^not 
hesitate to transfer it to Him in whom they believed 
that the Logos had become flesh (aap^ iyhero), nay 
in whom there dwelt all the fulness of the Godhead 
bodily \ 

It is true that Christian wxitei’s of high authority 
prefer to derive the first idea of the Logos, not from 
pagan Greece, but from Palestine, recognising its first 
germ in the deutero-canonical Wisdom. That Philo 
is steeped in Jewish thought who would deny, or who 
would even assert? That the Hebrew Prophets were 
faTn'''’''r -with the idea of a Divine Word and Spirit, 
esibLjiig •• God and proceeding from God, is likewise 
admitted on Jl sides. Thus we read in Psalm xxxiii. 6, 
‘ By the word of the Lord were the heavens made and 
all the host of them by the breath of his mouth ’ 

» Ool. it 9. 
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(!?"» and *^2’5). Again, cvii. 20: ‘He sent his word 
and healeih them;’ civ. 80, ‘Thou sendest forth 
thy spirit, they are created, and thou renewest the 
face of the earth;’ cxlvii. 18, ‘He sendeth out his 
word and melteth them.’ Still, in all these passages 
the word and the spirit do not mean much more than 
the command, or communication of Jehovah. And the 
same applies to passages where the Divine Presence or 
Manifestation is called his Angel, the Angel of Jehovah. 
Indeed it would be diflScult to say what difference there 
is between the Angel of Jehovah, Jehovah himself, and 
God, for instance in the third chapter of Exodus ; and 
again in Gen. xxxii, between God, the Angel, and Man. 
And this Angel with whom Jacob wrestled is men- 
tioned by so ancient a prophet as Hosea xii. 4. 

All these conceptions are purely Jewish, unin- 
fluenced as yet by any Greek thought. What I 
doubt is whether any of these germs, the theophany 
through Angels, the hypostasis of the Word of Jehovah 
(nin* or lastly the personification of Wisdom 
(flban) could by themselves have grown into what the 
Greek philosophers and Philo meant by Logos. We 
must never forget that Logos,- when adopted by Philo, 
was no longer a general and undefined word. It had 
its technical meanmg quite as much as oia-Ca, ihrep- 
ova-ia, &ir\ai<ns, haxrts, Bicaa-is. All these terms are 
of Greek, not of Hebrew workmanship. The roots of 
the Logos were from the first intellectual, those of 
the Angels theological, and when the Angels, whether 
as ministers and messengers of God, or as beings 
intermediate between God and men, became quickened 
by the thoughts of Greek philosophy, the Angels 
and Archangels seem to become mere names and 
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reminiscences, and what they are truly meant for, are 
the ideas of the Platonists, the Logoi of the Stoics, 
the archetypal thoughts of God, the heavenly 
models of all things, the eternal seals imprinted on 
matter K None of these thoughts has been proved to 
be Semitic. 

Philo speaks distinctly of the eternal Logoi, ‘which,’ 
he says, ‘ it is the fashion ta . all Angds V 

Wisdom or Soplila. 

And as little as the belief in Angels would ever 
have led to the theory of the Logos or the Logoi, 
as a bond between the visible and the invisible 
world, can it be supposed that such germinal ideas 
as that of the Shechinah or the Glory of God, or 
the Wisdom of God, would by themselves and without 
contact with Greek thought have grown into puiely 
philosophical conceptions, such as we find in Philo 
and his successors. The Semitic Wisdom that says 
‘ I was there when He prepared the Heaven,’ might 
possibly have led on to Philo’s Sophia or Episteme 
which is with God before the Logos. But the 
Wisdom of the Proverbs is certainly not the Logos, 
but, if anything, the mother of the Logos ® an almost 
mythological being. We know how the Semitic mind 
was, given to represent the active manifestations of 
the Godhead by corresponding feminine names. This 

^ \Syot, Ti/troi, but also hwafLHs, dyy§koi, and even 

X^plTH 

® Philo, Be Somniis, L 19, ABaydroif Xoyots, ob$ teaXeiv €$os dy* 
yiXovs ; ibid, i. 22, radras daifiovas n\v o! dXXot ^iX6cr<xpoi, 6 51 hpds 
Xoyot dyyiXovs ua}0€ /caXuv Ibid. i. 28, dyy€Xoi X6yoi Btiou 

® Be Profug- 20, p. 661^ Ai6n yovicnv d^BdpTm lecd xaBapayr&rajv 
iXax^f mrpds 0€oVf . . , 51 fffxpias, St* rd 5Xa ^XBof ds 

yiv€criy» 
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is very diflferent from representing the intelligible 
World (the Koanos roijrdr) as the Logos, the Word of 
God, idle whole Thought of God, or the Idea of Ideas. 
Yet the two ideas, the Semitic and the Greek, were 
somehow brought together, or rather forced together, 
as when we see how Philo represents Wisdom, the 
virgin daughter of God (Bethuel), as herself the Father, 
batting intelligence and the soul Nay, he goes 
on to say tiiat though the name of Wisdom is 
feminine, its nature is masculine. All virtues have 
the titles of women, but the powers and actions of 

men Hence Wisdom, the daughter of God, is 

masculine and a father, generating in souls learning 
and instruction and science and prudence, beautiful and 
laudable actions In this process of blending Jewish 
and Greek thought, the Greek elements in the end 
always prevailed over the Jewish, the Lqgos was 
stronger than the Sophia, and the Logos remained 
the First-bom, the only begotten Son of God, though 
not yet in a Christian sense. Yet, when in later times 
we see Clement of Alexandria speak of the divine and 
royal Logos (Strom, v. 14), as the image of God, and 
of human reason as the image of that image, which 
dwells in man and tmites man with God, can we 
doubt that all this is Greek thought, but thinly 
disguised under Jewish imagery? This Jewish 
imagery breaks forth once more when the Logos is 
represented a^ the High Priest, as a mediator 
standing between humanity and the Godhead. Thus 
Philo makes the High Priest say : ‘ I stand between 
the Lord and you, I who am neither uncreated like 
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God, nor created like you, but a mean between two 
extremes, a hostage to either side 

Is it possible that the injunction that the High 
Priest should not rend his clothes which are the 
visible cosmos (De Profugis, § 20), suggested the 
idea that the coat of Christ which was without seam 
woven from the top throughout, should not be rent, 
so that both the Messianic and the Philonic pro- 
phecies were fulfilled at the same time and in the 
same manner 

To the educated among the Babbis who argued with 
Christ or his disciples at Jerusalem, the Logos was 
probably as well known as to Philo ; nay|if Philo had 
lived at Jerusalem he would have found little difficulty 
in recognising a daos Xoyos in Christ, as he had 
recojjnised it in Abraham and in Moses®. If Jews 
could bring themselves to recognise their Messiah 
in Jesus of Nazareth, why should not a Greek 
have discovered in Him the fulness of the Divine 
Logos, i.e. the realisation of the perfect idea of the 
Son of Godi 

It may be quite true that all this applies to a 
small number only, and that the great bulk of the 
Jews were beyond the reach of such arguments. 
Still, enlightened Jews like Philo were not only 
tolerated, but were honoured by their co-religioniste 
at Alexandria. It was recognised that to know God 
or Jehovah, as He was represented in the Old Testa- 
ment, was sufficient for a life of faith, hope, discipline 

* Bigg, I.C., p. 20. 

^ TJbe words used in tbe N.T. l<p€a^bs h* Skov remind one 
of Philo, Be Monarch, ii. § 56, okos SAou vadpOtvos, 

^ Leg. Alleg. III. 77. (i. 130). Philo does not seem as yet 
to have identMed the Logos with the Messiah. 
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and effort ; but to know God in the soul, aa Philo 
knew Him, was considered wisdom, vision, and peace. 

Philo, however vague and uncertain some of his 
thoughts may be, is quite distinct and definite when 
he speaks of the Logos as the Divine Thought which, 
like a seal, is stamped upon matter and likewise 
on the mortal soul. Nothing in the whole world 
is to him more Godlike than man, who was formed 
according to the image of God (xar’ elKova 6eov, Gen. 
i. 27), for, as the Logos is an image of God, human 
reason is the image of the Logos. But we must 
difltiugniah here! too between man as part of the 
intelligible, and man as part of the visible world. 
The former is the perfect seal, the perfect idea or 
ideal of manhood, tibe latter its more or less imperfect 
multiplication in each individual man. There is 
therefore no higher conception of manhood possible 
than that of tiie ideal son, or of the idea of the son, 
realised in the flesh. No doubt this was a bold step, 
yet it was not bolder on the part of the author of 
the Fourth Gospel, than when Philo recognised in 
Abraham and others sons adopted of the Father^. 
It was indeed that step which changed both the Jew 
and the Gentile into a Christian, and it was this 
very step which Celsus, from his point of view, 
declared to be impossible for any true philosopher, 
and which gave particular offence to those who, 
under Gnostic infiuences, had come to regard the 
flesh, the o-dp^, as the source of aU e'viL 

We tried before to trace the word Logos back as far 
^ Sobriet. 11 (1, 401), flffnoifirbs abrf fidvos p 16 $. 
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as Anaxagoras and Heraclitus ; we can trace the term 
fwvoyevris nearly as far. It occurs in a fragment of 
Parmenides, qxioted above (p. 333), as an epithet of the 
Supreme Being, rd ov, where it was meant to show 
that this Supreme Being can he only one of its kind, 
and that it would cease to be what it is meant to be if 
there were another. Here the idea of -yeuijs, meaning 
begotten, is quite excluded. The same word is used 
again by Plato in the Timaeus, where he applies it to 
the visible world, which he calls a C^od Spardv ra opara 
TrepUxov, an animate thing visible and comprehending 
all things visible, the image of its maker, a sensibly God, 
the greatest and best, the fairest and most perfect, this 
one world (ouranos) Monogen^, unique of its kind 

And why did Plato use that word monogenes ? He 
tells us himself (Timaeus 31). ‘Are we right in saying,’ 
he writes, ‘that there is one- world (ouranos), or shall 
we rather say that there are many and infinite? 
There is one, if the created universe accords with the 
original. For that which includes all other intelligible 
creatures cannot have a second for companion ; in that 
case there would be need of another living being 
which would include these two, and of which they 
would be parts, and the likeness would be more laruly 
said to resemble not those two, but that other which 
includes them. In order then that the world may be 
like the perfect animate Being in unity, he who made 
the world (cosmos), made Bfrm not two or infinite in 
number, but there is and ever will be one only, 
begotten and created.’ 

' Tim. 92 0, SSt S xStr/iOt oihca Spardy tA Spam vipiixov, 
TOP woiiproB, 0€Ss alaBtprSs^ ftiytcnros feat dptamt K&KUarSs t§ feat 
TiXtdfraros ^ffcyey^ €?s oifpaySs ^ 
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If applied to the begotten, or visible ■world, mono- 
genea might have been and was translated ibe only 
begotten, unigenitus, but its true meaning -was here 
al^ ‘ the one of its kind.’ Here, then, in these abstruse 
Platonic speculations we have to discover the first 
germs of Monogenes, the only b^otten of the Father, 
which the old Latin translations render more correctly 
by wniavs than by unigenUm. Here, in this intel- 
lectual mint, the metal was melted and coined which 
both Philo and the author of the Fourth Gospel used 
for their own purposes. It is quite true that mono~ 
genes occurs in the Greek translation of the Old Testa- 
ment also, but what does it mean there ? It is applied 
to Sarah, as the only daughter of her father, and to 
Tobit and Sarah, as ^e only children of their parents. 
There was no necessity in cases of that kind to lay 
any stress on the fact that the children were begotten. 
The word here means nothing but an only child, 
or the only children of their parents. In one passage 
however, in the Book of Wisdom (vii 32), mono- 
gems has something of its peculiar philosophical 
meaning, when it is said that in Wisdom there is 
a spirit intelligent, holy, monogenes, manifold, subtle, 
and versatile. In the New Testament, also, when we 
read (Luke •viii. 43) that a mah had one only daughter, 
the meaning is clear and simple, and very different 
firom its technical meaning in vlbs iiovoyevqs as the 
recognised name of the Logos. So recognised was this 
name, that when Valentinus speaks of *0 Moyoyev^s by 
himself we know that he can only mean the Logos, or 
Nous, the Mind, virith him the offspring of the ineffable 
Depth or Silence (Bv0ds), which alone embraced the 
greatness of the First Father, itself the father and 
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beginning of all things. Even so late as the Synod 
of Antioch (269 A.D.) we can stiU perceive very clearly 
the echo of the philosophical language of the Judaeo- 
Alexandrian school. In their Confession of Faith they 
confess and proclaim the Son as ‘ begotten, an only Son 
{yevvriTQv, vldv novoyevrj), the image of the unseen God, 
the first-bom of aU creation, the Wisdom and Word 
and Power of God, who was before the ages, not by 
foreknowledge, but by essence and subsistence, God, 
son of God.’ 

Philo, of course, always uses the only begotten Son 
{vibs fiovoytvTqs) in its philosophical sense as the Thought 
of God, realised and rendered visible in the world, 
whether by an act of creation or by way of emanation. 
He clearly distinguishes the Supreme Being and tiie 
God, TO bv, from the Thought or Word of that Being, the 
Xoyos rov Svros. This Logos comprehends a number of 
logoi* which Philo might equally well have called 
ideas ili the Platonic sense. In fact he does so occa- 
sionally, as when he calls the Logos of God the idea 
of all ideas -(iSea r&v iSeSr, & deov Xbyos). Whether this 
Logos became ever personified with him, is difficult 
to say; I have found no passage which would prove 
this au&oritatively. But the irresistible mytho- 
logical tendency of language shows itself everywhere. 
When Philo speaks of the Logos as the first-bom 
(TTpcoToyovos), or as the unique son (vtbs piovoyevijs), this 
need be no more as yet than metaphorical language. 
But metaphor soon becomes hardened into myth. When 
we speak of our own thoughts, we may call them the 
offspring of our mind, but very soon they may be 
spoken of a.*} flying away, as dwelling with our friends, 
^ Drummond, l.c., ii. p. 217, 
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as having wings like angels. The same happened to 
the Logoi and the Logos, as ike thought of God. BKs 
activities became agents/and these agents, as we shall 
see, soon became angels. 

What is more dhOficult to understand is what Philo 
means when he recognises the Logos in such men aa 
Abraham, Melchizedek, or Moses. He cannot possibly 
mean that they represent the whole of the Logos, for 
the whole of the Logos, according to Philo’s philosophy, 
is realised twice only, once in the noumenal, and again, 
less perfectly, in the phenomenal world. In the phe- 
nomenal world in which Abraham lived, he could be 
but one only of the many individuals representing the 
logos or the idea of man, and his being taken as repre- 
senting the Logos could mean no more t.bflTi that he 
was a perfect realisation of what the logos of man was 
meant to be, or that the full measure of the logos as 
divine reason dwelt in him, as light and as the rebuking 
conscience ^ Here too we must learn, what we have 
often to learn in studying the history of religion and 
philosophy, that when we have to deal with thoughts 
not ftilly elaborated and cleared, it is a mistake to try 
to represent them as clearer than they were when left 
to us by their authors. 

Bestricting ourselves, however, to the technical 
terms used by Philo and others, I think we may safely 
say that whosoever employs the phrase /ioroyenjsj 
the only begotten Son, be he Philo, or the author of 
the Fourth Gospel, or St. Clement, or Origen, uses 
ancient Greek language and thought, and means by 
them what they originally meant in Greek. 

Philo was satisfied with having found in the 

‘ Hrutomond, Lc., ii. pp. 210 ; 225 eeq. 
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Greek Logos what he and many with him were 
looking for, the bridge between the Human and 
the Divine, which had been broken in religion by 
the inapproachableness of Jehovah, and in philo- 
sophy by the mcompatibility between the Absolute 
Being and the phenomenal world. He does not 
often dwell on ecstatic visions which are supposed to 
enable the soul to see and feel the presence of God. 
In a beautiful allegory of Jacob’s dream, he says: 
‘This is an image of the soul starting up from the 
sleep of indifference, learning that the world is full of 
God, a temple of God. The soul has to rise,’ he says, 
‘ from the sensible world to the spiritual world of ideas, 
till it attains to knowledge of God, which is vision or 
communion of the soul with God, attainable only by 
the purest, and by them but rarely, that is in moments 
of ecstasy.’ 

It is clear that this current which carried Hellenic 
ideas into a Jewish stream of thought, was not confined 
to the Jews of Alexandria, but reached Jerusalem and 
other towns inhabited by educated Jews. Much has 
been written as to whether the author of the Fourth 
Gospel borrowed his doctrine of the incarnate Logos 
directly from Philo. It seems to me a question which 
it is almost impossible to answer either way. Dr. 
Westcott, whose authority is deservedly high, does 
not seem inclined to admit a direct influence. Even 
Professor Harnaek (l.c. i. p. 86) thinks that the Logos 
of St. John has little more than its name in common 
with the Logos of Philo. But no one can doubt that 
the same general current through which the name of 
Logos and all that it implies, reached Philo and the 
Jews, must have reached the author of the Johannean 
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Gospel also. Such -words as Logos and Logos mono- 
genes are historical facts, and exist once and once only. 
Whoever -wrote the beginning of that Gospel must 
have been in touch -with Greek and Judaeo- Alex- 
andrian philosophy, and must have formed his view of 
God and the world under that inspiration. In the 
eyes of the historian, and still more of the student of 
language, this seems to be beyond the reach of doubt, 
quite as much as that whoever speaks of ‘ the cate- 
gorical imperative ’ has been directly or indirectly in 
contact with Kant. 

The early Christians were quite aware that their 
pagan opponents charged them -with ha-ving borrowed 
their philosophy from Plato and Aristotle^. Nor 
was there any reason why this should have been 
denied. Truth may safely be borrowed from all 
quarters, and it is not the less true because it has 
been borrowed. But the early Christians were very 
angry at this charge, and brought the same against 
their Greek critics. They called Plato an Attic Moses, 
and accused him of having stolen his -wisdom from 
the Bible. Whoever was right in these recrimina- 
tions, they show at all events the close relations 
which existed between the Greeks and Christians in 
the early days of the new Gospel, and this is the 
only thing important to us as historians. 

We cannot speak with the same certainty with 
regard to other more or less technical terms applied 
to the Logos by Philo, such as Ttpayroyovos, the first- 
born, dKOiv 0fov, the likeness of God, avOpams 6eov, 
the man of God, napahtiypa, the pattern, ctkiA, the 
shadow, and more particularly apyiepcCs, the high 

‘ Bigg, ChrisHan PUUontsfs, pp. 5 aeq. 
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priest, ■napdKkrjtos, the intercessor \ &c. But the im- 
portant point is that all these names, more or less 
technical, were known to Philo, long before they were 
used by Christian writers, that the ideas contained 
in them were of ante-Christian origin, and if accepted 
by the followers of Christ, could at first have been 
accepted by them in their antecedent meaning only. 
Nay, may we now go a step further, and say that, unless 
these words had been used in their peculiar meaning 
by Philo and by his predecessors and contemporaries, 
we should never have heajrd of them in Christian 
literature? Is not this the strongest proof that 
nothing of the best thought of the Greek and of the 
Jewish world was entirely lost, and that Christianity 
came indeed in the fulness of time to blend the pure 
metal that had been brought to light by the toil of 
centuries in the East and in the West into a new and 
stronger metal, the religion of Christ? If ;we read the 
beginning of the Fourth Gospel, almost every other 
word and thought seems to be of Greek workmanship. 
I put the words most likely to be of Greek rather 
than Jewish origin in italics : — In the beginning 
^vas the Word (Logos), and the Word was with Qod, 
and the Word was God \ All things were ‘made by 
him. In him was life, and the life was the light ® of 
the world. It was the txue light which lighteth every 
man. And the Word was made flesh — arid we 
behold his glory * os 0/ the only begotten of the Father. 
No one hath seen God at any time ; the only begotten 

* Hatcli, JSssaysm Biblical Greeks p. 82, 

* The same amphiboly exists In Philo> see before, p. 398. 

® The <p<iis of Plato, Republ vi. 508, and of Philo, Be Somn. L 13, 
p. 632, iTp^Toy fih 6 Bcdt Icrrt. See also Psalms li. 4 ; lx. 19. 

^ The U^a of Philo. 
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Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, he has 
dedaared him h’ 

We have thus seen how the Jews, with whom 
the gulf between the invisible and the visible world 
had probably become wider than with any other 
people, succeeded nevertheless, nay possibly on that 
very account, in drawing the bonds between God and 
man as closely together as they can be diti-wn, and 
that they did so chiefly with the help of inspiration 
received from Greek philosophy. God before the 
creation was, according to Philo, sufficient for Himself, 
and even after the creation He remained the same 
(De mut. nom. 5, p. 586). When Philo calls Him the 
creator (KTtoTTjs), the Demiurgos, and the Father, he 
does this under certain well-understood limitations. 
God does not create directly, but only through the 
Logos and the Powers. The- Logos, therefore, the 
thought of God, was the bond that united heaven and 
earth, and through it God could be addressed once more 
as the Father, in a truer sense than He had ever been 
before. The world and all that was within it was 
recognised as the true Son, sprung from the Father, yet 
inseparable from the Father. The world was once more 
fuU of God, and yet in His highest natme God was 
above the world, unspotted from the world, eternal 
and unchangeable. 

The one point in Philo’s philosophy which seems to 
me not clearly reasoned out is the exact relation of 

1 TEv apx§ V h K6yos, teal h Myos -irpos tov 0€6v, Kal h & 

X6yos^ Ilavra Si’ athrov iyivero' kv ahr^ ify, zeal 

T&v dvOpidiTwv rd <pm rb dXijOivov, S irdvTtt dvOpcairov. 

ml 6 kSyos ffap( iyiyero, ml i0€a<rd/i€0a Sd£av avrov, Sd|av 
]jiovaYCvovs iropd iwiTpos. 0€bv oOSccs ewpa/te irwirorc* 6 povoycvi^s 
ut6f, 6 €h Toy Kdkttoy tov varpos, izfetyos i^rjyijoraTQ. 

(4) Ee 
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the individual soul to God^. Here the thoughts of 
the Old Testament seem to clash in Philo’s mind with 
the teachings of his Greek masters, and to confuse 
what may be called his psychology. That Philo 
looked upon human nature as twofold, as a mixture 
of body and soul {cr&im and yjrvx^) is clear enough. The 
body made of the elements is the abode, the temple, 
but also the tomb of the soul. The body is generally 
conceived as an evil, it is even called a corpse which we 
have to cany about with us through life. It includes 
the senses and the passions arising from the pleasures 
of the senses, and is therefore considered as the source 
of all evil. We should have expected that Philo, the 
philosopher, would have treated man as part of the 
manifold Divine Logos, and that the imperfection of his 
nature would have been accounted for, like all imper- 
fections in nature, by the incomplete ascendancy of the 
Logos over matter. But here the Old Testament doc- 
trine comes in that God breathed into man’s nostrils 
the breath of life and man became a living soul. On 
the strength of this, Philo recognises the eternal element 
of the soul in the divine spirit in man (rd Oeiov 
TTvevfia), while Soul (ifvxv) generally with him a 
far wider meaning. It comprehends all conscious life, 
and therefore sensation also (aXcrdrjcris), though this 
would 'seem to be peculiar to the flesh (<r5/ixa or crdpi). 
The soul is often subdivided by Philo, according to 
Plato’s division, into three pai'ts, which may be 
rendered approximately by reason {vovs. koI \6yos), 
spirit (SvjjLos), and appetite (im6v]iia). Sometimes 
perception (ai<rdi]<ris), language (\dyos), and mind 

^ See an excellent paper by Dr. Hatchi * Psychological Terms in 
Philo/ in JEssa^s in JBiblical Greek, pp. 109-130, 
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(vovs) are said to be ttie three instruments of know- 
ledge (De Congr. erud. gi‘. 18, p, 533). Then again 
each part is divided into two, making six, while the 
seventh, or he who divides them, is called the holy 
and divine Logos {6 lepbs Kal detos Xoyos). In other 
places Philo adopts the Stoical division of the soul into 
seven parts, that is, the five senses, speech, and the 
reproductive power, but a separate place is reserved 
for the sovereign or thinking part (rd ^y^iioviKov, i. o. 
6 vovs), and it is said that God breathed His spirit into 
that only, but not into the soul as the assemblage of 
the senses, speech and generative power. Hence one 
part of the soul, the unintelEgenfc (aAoyoi;), is ascribed 
to the blood (alfia), the other to the divine spirit (mevpa 
deiov); one is perishable, the other immortal. The 
immortal pai-t was the work of God Himself, the 
permhable (as in Plato), that of subordinate powers. 
What has been well brought out by Philo, is that the 
senses, which in man are always accompanied by 
thought, are by themselves passive and dull, and could 
present images of present things only, not of past 
(memory) or of future things (roSs). It is not the eye 
that sees, but the mind (vovs) sees through the 
eye, and without the mind nothing would remain of 
the impressions made on the senses. Philo also shows 
how the passions and desires are really the result of 
perception (atcrdrjcris), and its accompanying pleasures 
and pains that war against the mind, and he speaks 
of the death of the soul, when overcome by the passions. 
This, however, can be metaphorical only, for the 
higher portion of the soul or the divine spirit breathed 
into man by God cannot perish. This divine spirit, 
a conception, it would seem, not of Greek origin,' 
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is sometimes spoken of by the Stoic term airocnraoriia, 
but Pnilo carefully guards against the supposition that 
any portion could ever be detached from the Supreme 
Divine Being. He explains it as an expansion from 
God, and calls the mind (vovs) which it confers on the 
soul of ma,n, the nearest image and likeness of the 
eternal and blessed Idea. 

We must not however expect a strictly consistent 
terminology in Philo, nor allow oui’selves to be 
misled when we sometimes find him using mind or 
nous in the more general sense of soul ^^vxv)- What 
is important to us is that when it is necessary, he 
does distinguish between the two. But even then he 
hesitates between the philosophical opinion of the 
Stoics, that the mind after aU is material, though not 
made of the four ordinary elements, but of a fifth, the 
heavenly ether, and the teaching of Moses that it was 
the image of the Divine and the Invisible \ 

But even if the soul is conceived as material, or 
at aU events, as ethereal, it is declared to be of 
heavenly origin, and believed to return to the pure 
ellier as to a father 

If, 'on the contrary, the mind is conceived as the 
breath (iri»eS/xa) of God, then it returns to God, or 
raiker it was never separated from God, but only 
dwelt in man. And here again the Biblical idea 
comes in, that some chosen men such as prophets are 


^ De piantat. Noe, 6 (1, 832) : Ol filv <JXXo4 rijf al0€ptov rbv * 

^ixirtpov vow pmpav €i7r6vr€S dtvai, (firffiveiav b,v$p^wqj 'trpos al04pa 
m^ipav' 6 fiiyas olbevl rwv y^yovSrmv rijs XoytK^s rb 

ttdos bpoim Sv6patrw^ d\\* itircv oan^v rov 0€iov ml ^opdrov ^Itcova, 

^ Quis rer. diviB, heres, 57 (1, 514) : 5^ voepdv ml ovpdvwv rijs 

yivos irpbs al0ipa rbv Ka0apdrrarQv d&s irpos irartpa 
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full of the divine spirit, and different so far from 
ordinary mortals. 

Tet with all his admiration for the Logos as of divine 
origin, Philo seldom went so far as the Platonists. He 
never allowed that the soul even in its highest ecstasy 
could actually see God, as little, he says, as the soul 
can see itself (De Mut. nom. 2, p. 579). But in every 
other respect Eeason was to him the supreme power 
in the world and in the human mind. If therefore an 
Alexandrian philosopher, familiar with Philo’s philo- 
sophy and terminology, became a Christian, he really 
raised Christ to the highest position, short of primary 
Divinity, which he could conceive. He declared ipso 
facto his belief that the Divine Logos or the Word 
was made flesh in Christ, that is to say, he recognised 
in Christ the full realisation of the divine idea of 
man, and he claimed at the same time for himself 
and for all true Christians the power to become the sons 
of God. This was expressed in unmistakable language 
by Athanasius, when he said that the Logos, the Word 
of God, became man that we might be made God, 
and again by St. Augustine, Factus est Deus homo, 
ut homo fieret Deus^. Whatever we may think of 
these speculations, we may, I believe, as historians 
recognise in them a correct account of the religious 
and intellectual ferment in the minds of the earliest 
Greek and Jewish converts to Christianity, who, with- 
out breaking with their philosophical convictions, 
embraced with perfect honesty the religion of Christ. 
Three important points were gained I / this combina- 
tion of their ancient philosophy with their new re- 

'■ See the remarks of Casazms, in Stir’s Nicolaus Cusanus, Tol. ii. 
p. 347. 
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ligion, the sense of the closest relationship between 
human and divine nature, the pre-eminent position of 
Christ as the Son of God, in the truest sense, and at 
the same time the potential brotherliood between Him 
and all mankind. 

How far this interpretation of the Logos, as we 
find it not only in Philo, but among the earliest 
converts to Christianity, may be called orthodox, is 
not a question that concerns the historian. The word 
orthodox does not exist in his dictionary. There is 
probably no term which has received so many inter- 
pretations at the hands of theologians as that of 
Logos, and no verse in the New Testament which 
conveys so little meaning to modern readers as the 
first in the Gospel of St. John. Theologians are at 
libei'ty to intei’pret it, each according to his own 
predilection, but the historical student has no choice ; 
he must take every word in the sen.se in which it 
was used at the time by those who used it. 

^■iipiter as Bon of God. 

That the intellectual process by which the Greek 
philosophy adapted itself to the teaching of Chriati- 
anity -was in - accordance with the spirit of the time, 
is be-st shown by an analogous pioce.ss which led Neo- 
Platonist philosophci-s to discover their philo.sophical 
theories in their own ancient m} thology also. Thus 
Plotinus spi-iks of the Supreme God generating a 
beautiful son, and producing all things in his essence 
witiiout any labour or fatigue. For this deity being 
delighted wnth his work, and loving hi.s offspring, 
continues and connects all things with himself, pleased 
both with himself and with the splendours his off- 
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spring exhibits. But since all these are beautiful, and 
those which remain are stiU more beautiful, Jupiter, 
the son of intellect, alone shines forth externally, 
proceeding from the splendid retreats of his father. 
From which last son we may behold as an image the 
greatness of his Sire, and of his brethren, those divine 
ideas that abide in occult union with their father 
Here we see that Jupiter, originally the Father of 
Gods and men, has to yield his place to the Supreme 
Being, and as a phenomenal God to take the place of 
the son of God, or as the Logos. This is Greek 
philosophy trying to pervade and quicken the ancient 
Greek religion, as we saw it trying to be reconciled 
with the doctrines of Christianity by recognising the 
divine ideal of perfection and goodness as realised in 
Christ, and as to be realised in time by all who are 
to become the sons of God. The key-note of all these 
aspirations is the same, a growing belief that the 
human soul comes from God and returns to God. 
nay that in strict philosophical language it was never 
tom away (aTtocr-naopa) from God, that the bridge 
between man and God was never broken, but wa.-^ 
only rendered invisible for a time by the flfl.rknnss of 
passions and desires engendered by the senses and the 
flesh. 

> Plotinus, Enneads, II ; Taylor, Platonic Piu'jion, p. 263. 
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Stoics and Keo-Platonists. 

T TRIED to show in my last lectnre how Philo. 

as the repiesentative of an important historical 
phase of Jewish thought, endeavoured with the help 
of (jTreek, and moi’c particularly of Stoic philosophy, 
to throw a bridge from eaith to heaven, and how 
he succeeded in discovering that like two countries, 
now sepai'ated by a shallow ocean, these two worlds 
•formed originally but one undivided continent. When 
the oiisinal oneness of earth and heaven, of the 
human and the divine natui'es has once been dis- 
covered, the question of the return of the soul to 
God assumes a new character. It is no longer a 
question of an ascension to heaven, an approach to 
the throne of God. an ecstatic vision of God and 
a life in a heavenly Paradise. The vision of God 
is rather the knowledge of the divine element in 
the soul, and of the consubstantiality of the divine 
and human natures. Immortality has no longer to 
be asserted, because there can be no death for what 
is divine and therefore immortal in man. There 
is life eternal and peace eternal for all who feel the 
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divine Spirit as dwelling within them and have thus 
become the true children of God. Philo has not 
entirely freed himself from the popular eschato- 
logical terminology. He speaks of the fdty of God 
and of a mystical Jerusalem. But these need not 
be more than poetical expressions for that peace of 
God yfhich passes all names and aU' understanding. 

Anyhow the eschatological language of Philo is 
far more simple and sober than what we meet with 
even in Christian writings of the time, in which 
the spirit of the Heo-Platonist philosophy has been 
at work by the side of the more moderate traditions 
of the Jewish and the Stoic schools of thought. The 
chief difference between the Neo-Platonists and the 
Stoics is that the Neo-Platonists, whether Christian or 
pagan, trust more to sentiment than to reasoning. 
Hence they rely much more on ecstatic visions 
than Philo and his Stoic friends. On many other 
points, however, more particularly on the original 
relation between the soul and God, there is little 
difference between the two. 

Tlotinna. 

Plotinus, the chief representative of Neo-Platonism 
at Alexandria, though separated by two centuries 
from Philo, may be called an indirect descendant 
of that Jewish philosopher. He is said to have had 
intercourse with Numenius, who followed in the steps 
of Philo But Plotinus went far beyond Philo. Hi a 
idealism was carried to the furthest extreme. While 
the Stoics were satisfied with knowing that God is, 

‘ Porpliyrius Lad to -vuite a book to prove that Plotinus was 

not a mtife borrower from Kmnenius. 
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and witli discovering his image in the ideas of the 
invisible, and in the manifold species of the visible 
world, the Neo-Platonists looked upon the incom- 
prehensible and unmanifested Godhead as the highest 
goal of their aspirations, nay, as a possible object of 
their enraptured vision. When the Stoic keeps at a 
reverent distance, the Neo-Platonist rushes in with 
passionate love, and allows himself to indulge in 
dreams and fancies which in the end could only 
lead to self-deceit and imposture. The Stoics looking 
upon God as the cause of all that falls within the 
sensuous and intellectual experience of man, concluded 
that He could not be anything of what is effect, 
and that He could have no attributes (avom) through 
which He might be known and named. God with 
them was simple, without qualities, inconceivable, 
unnameable. From an ethical point of view Philo 
admitted that the human soul should strive to become 
free from the body (tpvyri €k toQ a-dtfwxos) and like 
unto God (ri trobs debp e^o/4otcocrts}. He even speaks 
of evaxTis. anion, but he never speaks of those more 
or le.=3S sensuous, ecstatic, and beatific visions of the 
Deity which fox'm a chief topic of the Neo-Platonists. 
These so-oailod descendants of Plato had borrowed 
much from the Stoics, but with all that, the religious 
elements predominated so completely in their philo- 
sophy that at times the old metaphysical foundation 
almost disappeared. While reason and what is rational 
in the phenomenal world formed the chief subject of 
Stoic thought, the chief interest of the Neo-Platonists 
was centered in what is beyond reason. It may be 
said that to a certain extent Philo’s Stoicism pointed 
already in that direction, for his God also was 
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conceived as above the Logos, and his essence remained 
un k nown ; yet knowledge of the existence of God and 
likeness to Him were the highest goal, and refuge with 
Him was eternal lifo^. It has therefore been truly 
said that the Neo-Platonist diffeis from the Stoic by 
temperament rather than by argument. 

The Neo-Platonist, like the Stoic, believes in a Primal 
Being, and in an ideal world (vovs, Koa-fios vcnjros), as the 
prototype of the phenomenal world (koo-jxos oparos). The 
soul is to him also of divine origin. It is the image 
of the eternal Wous, an immaterial substance, stand- 
ing between the iVbus and the visible world. The more 
the soul falls away from its source, the more it falls 
under the power of what we should call matter, the 
indefinite (aTreipov), and the unreal (r^ jurj 6v). It is 
here that philosophy steps in to teach the soul its 
way back to its real home. This is achieved by the 
practice of virtues, from the low'est to the highest, 
sometimes by a very strict ascetic discipline. In the 
end, however, neither knowledge nor virtue avail. 
Complete self-forgetfulness only can lead the soul to 
the Godhead in v'hose emb-race there is ineffable 
blessedness. Thus when speaking of the absoi-ption 
of man in the Absolute, Plotinus said: ‘Perhaps it 
cannot even be called an intuition^; it is another 
kind of seeing, an ecstasy, a simplification, an exalta- 
tion, a striving for conlact, and a rest. It is tho 
highest yearning for union, in order to see. if possible, 
what there is in the holiest of the temple. But even 
if one could see, there would be nothing to see. By 
such similitudes the wise prophets try to give a hint 
how the Deity might be perceived, and the wise 

‘ De Prof. 15 (1, 557} Thoiuek, Mcrgenlandtsche Mtjsttk, p. 5 
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priest, who understands the hint may really, if he 
reaches the holiest, obtain a true intuition.’ These 
intuitions, in which nothing could be seen, were 
naturally treated as secrets, and the idea of mystery, 
so foreign to all true philosophy, became more and 
moire prevalent. Thus Plotinus himself says that 
these are doctrines which should be considered as 
mysteries, and should not be brought before the un- 
initiated. Proclus also says, ‘As the Mystae in the 
holiest of their initiations (reXerai) meet first w'th 
a multiform and manifold race of gods, but when 
entered into the sanctuary and surrounded by holy 
ceremonies, receive at once divine illumination in 
their bosom, and like lightly-armed warriors take 
quick possession of the Divine, the same thing 
happens at the intuition of the One and All. If 
the soul looks to what is behind, it sees the shadows 
and illusions only of What is. If it turns into its own 
essence and discovers its own relations, it sees itself 
only, but if penetrating more deeply into the know- 
ledge of itself, it discovers the spirit in itself and in 
all orders of things. And if it reaches into its inmost 
recess, as it were into the Adyton of the soul, it can 
see the race of gods and the unities of all things even 
with closed eyes.’ 

Plotinus and his school seem to have paid great 
attention to foreign, particularly to Eastern religions 
and superstitions, and endeavoured to discover in all of 
them remnants of divine wisdom. They even wished 
to preserve and to revive the religion of the Koman 
Empire. Claiming revelation for themselves, the Neo- 
Platonists were aH the more ready to accept divine reve- 
lations from other religions also, and to unite them all 
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into a universal religion. But what we mean by an 
historical and critic^ study of other religions was 
impossible at that time. While Philo with his unwaver- 
ing adherence to the Jewish faith was satisfied with 
aU^orising whatever in the Old Testament seemed 
to him incompatible with his philosophical convic- 
tions, the Neo-Platonists accepted everything that 
seemed compatible with their own mystic dreams, 
and opened the door wide to superstitions even of the 
lowest kind. It is strange, however, that Plotinus 
does not seem to have paid much attention to the 
Christian religion which was then rapidly gaining 
influence in Alexandria. But his pupils, Amelius 
and Porphyrins, both deal with it. Amelius dis- 
cussed the Fourth Gospel. Porphyrins wrote his 
work in fifteen books against the Christians, more 
particularly against their Sacred Books, which he 
calls the works of ignorant people and impostors. 
Yet no sect or school counted so many decepti decep- . 
tores as that of the Neo-Platonists. Magic, thauma- 
turgy, levitation, faith-cures, thought-reading, spirit- 
ism, and every kind of pious fraud were practised by 
impostors who travelled about from place to place, 
some with large followings. Their influence was 
widely spread and most mischievous. Still we must 
not forget that the same Neo-Platonism counted 
among its teachers and believers such names also as 
the Emperor JvZian (331-363), who thought Neo- 
Platonism strong enough to oust Christianity and to 
revive the ancient religion of Kotoe ; also, for a time at 
least, St. Augvstirue (364-430), Hypatia, the beautiful 
martyr of philosophy (d. 415), and Froclus (411-485), 
the connecting link between Greek philosophy and 
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the scholastic philosopny of the middle ages, and with 
Dionysius one of the chief authorities of the mediaeval 
Mystics. Through Proclus the best thoughts of the 
Stoics, of Aristotle, Plato, nay, of the still more ancient 
philosophers of Greece, such as Anaxagoras and Hera- 
clitus, were handed on to the greatest scholastic and 
mystic Doetoi's in the mediaeval Church ; nay, there 
are currents in our own modern theology, which can 
be traced back through an uninterrupted channel to 
impulses springing from the brains of the earliest 
thinkers of Asia Minor and Greece. 

Before we leave Plotinus and the Neo-Platonists 
I should like to read you some extracts from a private 
letter which the philosopher wrote to Flaccus. Like 
most private letters it gives us a better insight into 
the innermost thoughts of the writer, and into what 
he considered the most important points of his philo- 
sophical system than any more elaborate book. 

Xietter ftrom Flotintia to Hacctis. 

^External objects,’ he writes, ‘present us only with 
appearances,’ that is to say, are phenomenal only. 
Concerning them, therefore, we may^be said to possess 
opinion rather than knowledge. The distinctions in 
the actual world of appearance ai’e of import only to 
ordinary and practical men. Our question lies with 
the ideal reality that exists behind appearance. How 
does the m ind perceive these ideas ? Are they without 
us, and is the reason, like sensation, occupied with 
objects external to itself? What certainty could we 
then have, what assurance that our perception was 
infallible? The object perceived would be a some- 
thing different from the mind perceiving it. We 
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should have then an image instead of reality. It 
would be monstrous to believe for a moment that 
the mind was unable to perceive ideal truth exactly 
as it is, and that we had no certainty and real know- 
ledge concerning the world of intelligence. It follows, 
therefore, that this region of truth is not to be investi- 
gated as a thing outward to us, and so only imperfectly 
known. It is within us. Here the objects we con- 
template and that which contemplates are identical — 
both are thought. The subject cannot surely know 
an object different from itself \ 

The world of ideas lies within our intelligence. 
Truth, therefore, is not the agreement of i our appre- 
hension of an external object with the object itself. 
It is the agreement of the mind with itself. Con- 
sciousness, therefore, is the sole basis of certainty. 
The mind is its own witness. Eeason sees in itself 
that which is above itself as its source ; and again, 
that which is below itself as still itseK once more. 

Knowledge has three degrees — opinion, science, illu- 
mination. The means or instrument of the first is 
sense ; of the second, reason or dialectics ; of the third, 
intuition. To the last I subordinate reason. It is abso- 
lute knowledge founded on the identity of the Tuiud 
knowing with the obj ect known. There is a raying out 
of all orders of existence, an external emanation from 
the ineffable One {Ttpoobos). There is again a returning 
impulse, drawing all upwards and inwards toward the 
centre from whence all came (im<rTpo(}>-q).^ 

* Plotinus, Enneades, 1, 6, 9, to y&p &pSiy vp6s dpdipitvov ffvyytvis 
icai tfxoiQv iroajff&iifvov Stt kmBaXXtiv rf Bfip. oi yip kv ir&woTt tlStv 
d<p6a\pds ijkioeiS^ pij yeyevtj/ifvos, o68i ri icakoy &y iSot pi/ 
Kokij ytvopivr). ytviaOta Sr) vpanoy BfOfiS^s was, uni icakds tras, tl ftikk€t 
OtacaaBai Btiv rt real mkov. Ed. Dilbner, p. 37 
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Love, as Plato beautifully says iu tbe Symposion, is 
tbe child of poverty and plenty. In the amorous 
quest of the soul after God, lies the painful sense of 
fall and deprivation. But that love is blessing, is 
salvation, is our guardian genius ; without it the 
centrifugal law would overpower us, and sweep our 
souls out far from their source toward the cold ex- 
tremities of the material and the manifold. The wise 
man recognises the idea of God within him. This he 
develops by withdrawal into the Holy Place of his 
own soul. He who does not understand how the soul 
contains the Beautiful within itself, seeks to realise 
the beauty without, by laborious production. His 
aim should rather be to concentrate and simplify, and 
so to expand his being ; instead of going out into the 
manifold, to forsake it for the One, and so to float 
upwards towards the divine fount of being whose 
sti'eam flows within him. 

You ask, how can we know the Infinite ? I answer, 
not by reason. It is the office of reason to distin- 
guish and define. The Infinite, therefore, cannot be 
ranked among its objects. You can only apprehend 
the Infinite by a faculty superior to reason, by 
entering into a state in which you are your finite self 
no longer, in which the Divine Essence is communi- 
cated to you. This is ecstasy. It is the liberation of 
your mind from its finite anxieties. like only can 
apprehend like. When you thus cease to be finite, 
you become one with the Infinite. In the reduction 
of your soul to its simplest self (SirAojuis), its divine 
essence, you realise this Union, nay this Identity 
(ivaxTis), 
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Sestatio Xntnition. 

Plotinus adds tkat this ecstatic state is not frequent, 
that he himself has realised it but three times in his 
life. There are different ways leading to it: — the 
love of beauty which exalts the poet; devotion to 
the One, and the ascent of science which makes the 
ambition of the philosopher; and lastly love and 
prayers by which some devout and ardent soul 
tends in its moral purity towards perfection. We 
should call these three the Beautiful^ the True, and 
the Divine, the three great highways conducting 
the soul to ‘that height above the actual and the 
particular, where it stands in the immediate presence 
of the Infinite, which shines out as from the deptb of 
the souL’ 

We are told by Porphyrius, the pupil and bio- 
grapher of Plotinus, that Plotinus felt ashamed that 
his soul should ever have had to assume a human 
body, and when he died, his last words are reported 
to have been ; ‘ As yet I have expected j^ou, and now 
I consent that my divine part may return to that 
Divine Nature which flourishes throughout the 
universe.’ He looked upon his soul as Empedocles 
had done long before him, when he called himself, 
‘Heaven’s exile, straying from the orb of light, 
straying, but returning.’ 

Alearaadriaa CBxistiaaity. St. Clemeat. 

It was necessary to give this analysis of the 
elements which formed the intellectual atmosphere 
of Alexandria in order to undei-stand the influence 

which that atmosphere exercised on the early growth 
(4) Ff 
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of Chris! ianity in that city. Whatever progress 
Christianity made at Jerusalem among people who 
remained for a long tim e more Jewish than Christian, 
its influence on the world at laige began with the 
conversion of men who then represented the world, 
who stood in the front rank of philosophical thought, 
who had been educated in the schools of Greek 
philosophy, and who in adopting Christianity as their 
religion, showed to the world that they were able 
honestly to reconcile their own philosophical convic- 
tions with the religious and moral teaching of Jesus 
of Nazareth. Those who are truly called the Fathei-s 
and Founders of the Christian Church were not the 
simple-minded fishermen of Galilee, but men who had 
received the highest education which could be obtained 
at the time, that is Greek education. In Palestine 
Christianity might have remained a local sect by the 
side of many other sects. In Alexandria, at that time 
the very centre of the world, it had either to vanquish 
the world, or to vanish. Clement of Alexandria, 
Origen, Ixenaeus, Athanasius, Basil, Gregory of Nyssa, 
Gregory of Nazianzen, Chrysostom, or among the 
Latin Fathers, TertuUian, Cyprian, Ambrosius, Btila- 
rius, Augustinus, Hieronymus, and Gregory, all were 
nqen of classical learning and philosophical culture, 
and quite able to hold their own against their pagan 
opponents. Christianity came no doubt from the 
small room in the house of Mary, where many were 
gathered together praying^, but as early as tihe 
second century it became a very different Christianity 

^ St. Clement^ when he epcdks of his own Christian teachers* 
speaks of them as having preserved the trueo tradition of thq 
blessed doctrine^ straight from Peter and James, John and Paul. 
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in the Catechetical School' of Alexandria. Si Paul 
had made a beginning as a philosophical apologete of 
Christianity and as a powerful antagonist of pagan 
beliefs and customs. But St. Clement was a very 
different champion of the new faith, far superior to 
him both in learning and in philosophical strength. 
The profession of Christianity by such a man was 
therefore a far more significant fact in the triumphant 
progress of the new religion than evmi the conversion 
of SauL The events which happened at Jerusalem, 
the traditions and legends handed down in the earliest 
half Jewish and half Christian communities, and even 
the earliest written documents did not occupy the 
mind of St. Clement® so much as the fundamental 
problems of religion and their solution as attempted 
by this new sect. He accepted the Apostolical tradi- 
tions, but he wished to show that they possessed to him 
a far deeper meaning than they could possibly have 
possessed among some of the immediate followers of 
Christ. There was nothing to tempt a man in Clement’s 
position to accept this new creei Nothing but the 
spirit of truth and sincere admiration for the character 
of Christ as conceived by him, could have induced 
a pagan Greek philosopher to brave the scoflfe of his 
philosophical Mends and to declare himself a follower 
of Christ, and a member of a sect, at that time still 
despised and threatened wdth persecution. He felt 
convinced, however, that this new religion, if properly 
understood, was worthy of being accepted by the most 
enlightened minds. This proper understanding was 
what Clement would have called yv&a-is, in the best sense 

‘ Strom, i. 1, 11 ; Hamack, pogmettgeschicMe, L p. 801, note. 

* Hamack, Ihgmengeschichfe, i. p. 300. 

Ff 2 
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of the word. The Catechetical School where Clement 
taught had been vinder the guidance of Greek philoso- 
pher converted to Christianity, such as Athenagoras(l) 
and Fantaenus. Fantaenus, of whom it is related that 
he discovered a Hebrew version of the Gospel of 
St. Matthew in India \ had been the master of Clement. 
His pupil, in openly declaring himself a Christian and 
an apolc^te of Christianity, surrendered nothing of 
his philosophical convictions. On one side Chris^n 
teachers were representing Greek philosophy as the 
work of the Devil, while others, such as the Ebionites. 
assigned the Old Testament to the same source. In the 
midst of these conflicting streams St. Clement stood firm 
He openly expressed his belief in the Old Testament 
as revealed, and he accepted the Apostolical Dogma, so 
far as it had been settled at that time. He claimed, 
however, tiie most perfect freedom of interpretation 
and speculation. By applying the same allegorical 
interpretation which Fhilo had used in interpreting 
the Old Testament, to the New, Clement convinced 
himself and convinced others that there was no an- 
tagonism between philosophy and religion. What 
Clement had most at heart was not the letter but the 
spirit, not the historical events, but their deeper mean- 
ing in universal history. 

!nie Xslaity of St. dement. 

It can hardly be doubted ^ that St. Clement knew the 
very ancient Baptismal Formula, ‘ In the name of the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost’ from the Gospel 
of St. Matthew. 

^ Bigg, Lc., p. 44. 

® See, ikowever, Harnack, Doffmmgeschichte^ i. p, 802 , note. 
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But whether that formula came to him with ecclesias- 
tical authority or not, it would not have clashed with 
his own convictions. He had accepted the First 
Person, the Father, not simply as the Jehovah of the 
Old Testament or as the Zeus of Plato, but as the 
highest and most abstract philosophical concept, and 
yet the most real of all realities. He would not have 
ascribed to God any qualities. To him also God was 
clirotos, like the primal Godhead of the Stoics and Neo- 
Platonists. He was incomprehensible and unnameable. 
Yet though neither thought nor word could reach 
Him, beyond asserting that He is. Clement could 
revere and worship Him. 

One might have thought that the Second Person, the 
Son, would have been a stumbling-block to Clement. 
But we find on the contrary that Clement, like all con- 
temporary Greek philosophers, required a bridge be- 
tween the world and the unapproachable and ineffable 
Godhead. Thatbridge was the Logos, the Woi*d. Even 
before him, Athenagoras supposed to have been his 
predecessor at the Catechetical School of Alexandria, 
had declared that the Logos of the Father was the Son of 
God. Clement conceived this Logos in its old philo- 
sophical meaning, as the mind and consciousness of 
the Father. He speaks of it as ‘ divine, the likeness of 
the Lord of all things, the most manifest, true God 

The Logos, though called the sum of all divine 
ideas is distinguished from the actual logoi, though 
sometimes represented as standing at the head of them. 
This Logos is eternal, like the Father, for the' Father 

* No0? /cai Xoyo^ rov irarpd^ a vidi rod 0€ov See ^Drummond, l.c., i. 
p. 43. 

- OfFoy, u <f>apfpwTaTos ovrm 0^6^ i o rm tcDv oKojv kiiato&eis 

** Bigg» l.c , p 02 
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would never have been, the Father without the Son, 
nor the Son the Son without the Father. Such 
ideas were shared in common by the Christians and 
their pagan adversaries. Even Celsus, the great op- 
ponent of Chris bianity, says through the mouth of 
the Jew, ‘ If the Logos is to you a Son of God, we 
also agree with you 

The really critical step which Clement took, and 
which philosophers like Celsus declined to take, was 
to recognise this Logos in Jesus of Nazareth. It was 
ihe same process as that which led the Jewish con- 
verts to recognise the Messiah in J esus. It is not quite 
certain whether the Logos had been identified with 
the M'fi.gsiflb by the Jews of Alexandria ®. But when 
at last this step was taken it meant that everything 
that was thought and expected of the Messiah had 
been fulfilled in Jesus. This to a Jew was quite as 
difficult as to recognise the Logos in Jesus was to a 
Greek philosopher. How then did St. Clement bring 
himself to say that in a Jewish Teacher whom he had 
never seen the Logos had become flesh? All the 
epithets, such as Logos, Son of God, the first-born, the 
only begotten, the second God, were familiar to the 
Greeks of Alexandria. If then they brought them- 
selves to say that He, Jesus of Nazareth, was all that, 
if they transferred all these weU-known predicates 
to Him, what did they mean? Unless we suppose 
that the concept of a perfect man is in itself impos- 
sible, it seems to me that they could only have meant 
that a perfect man might be called the realisation of 
the L<^os, wheiher .wse take it in its collective form, 

* €?yf & A^yos itfuv vids rov $€0Vj Kcd €wcuy&vfi€v 

Haroack, 1 c , L p» 423, 600 ^ ? P note. 
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as it was in the beginning with God, or in its mort 
special sense, as the logos or the original idea or the 
divine conception of man. If then all who knew Jesus 
of Nazareth, who had beheld His glory full of grace 
and truth, bore witness of Him as perfect, as free from 
all the taints of the ma,terial creation, why should not 
the Greek philosophers have accepted their testimony, 
and declared that He was to them the Divine Word, 
the Son of God, the first-bom, the only-begotten, mani- 
fested in the flesh ? Human language then, and even 
now, has no higher predicates to bestow. It is the 
nearest approach to the Father, who is greater even 
than the Word, and I believe that the earliest Fathers 
of the Church and those who followed them, bestowed 
it honestly, not in the legendary sense of an Evange- 
lism infantiae, but in the deepest sense of their 
philosophical convictions. Here is the true historical 
soliition of the Incarnation, and if the leligion of the 
Incarnation is pre-eminently ‘a religion of experi- 
ence,’ here are the facts and the experience on which 
alone that religion can rest. 

We saw that Philo, whose language St. Clement 
uses in all these discussions, had recognised his Logos 
as present in such prophets as Abraham and Moses ; 
and many have thought that St Clement meant no 
more when he recognised the Woi’d as incarnate in 
the Son of Mary (Strom, vii. 2). But it seems to me 
that Clement’s mind soared far higher. To him the 
whole history of the world was a divine dram^ a long 
preparation for the revelation o^ God in man. From 
the very beginning man had bedn a manifestation of 
the Divine Logos, and therefore divinh ua his nature. 
Why should not man have risen at last t6» his full 
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perfection, to be wbat he had been meant to be from 
the first in the counsel of the Father? ’ We often 
speak of an ideal man or of the ideal of manhood, 
■without thinking what we mean by this Platonic 
language. Ideal has come to mean not much more 
than very perfect. But it meant originally the idea in 
the mind of God, and to be the ideal man meant to be 
the man of God, the man as thought and willed by 
Divine Wi-sdom. That man was recognised in Christ 
by those who had no inducement to do violence to 
their philosophical con'victions. And if they could do 
it honestly, why cannot we do it honestly too, and 
thus bring our philosophical con-vietions into perfect 
harmony with our historical faith ? 

It is more difiieult to determine the exact place 
which St. Clement would have assigned to the Third 
Person, the Holy Ghost. 

The first origin of that concept is stiU enveloped in 
much uncertainty. There seems to be something 
attractive in triads. We find them in many parts of 
the world, owing their origin to very different causes. 
The trinity of Plato is well kno'wn, and in it there is 
a place for the third person, namely, the World-spirit, 
of which the human soul was a part. Numenius’, 
from whom, as we saw, Plotinus was suspected to 
have borrowed his philosophy, proposed a triad or, as 
some call it, a trinity, consisting of the Supreme, the 
Logos (or Demiurge), and the World. With the 
Christian philosophers at Alexandria the concept of 
the Deity was at first biune rather triune. 

The Supreme Being and the Logos together compre- 
hended the 'v^hole of Deity, and we saw that the 

Bigg, I.C., p. 251. 



ALEXANDBIAN CHRISTIANITT. 


441 


Logos or the intellectual world was called not only the 
Son of God, but also the second God (beirepos Beds). 
When iliis distinction between the Divine in its abso- 
lute essence, and the Divine as manifested by its own 
activity, had once been realised, there seen^ed to be no 
room for a third phase or person. Sometimes there- 
fore it looks as if the Third Peraon was only a repeti- 
tion of the Second. Thus the author of the Shepherd^ 
and the author of the Acta Archelai both identify 
the Holy Ghost with the Son of God. How unsettled 
the minds of Christian people were with regard to 
the Holy Ghost, is shown by the fact that in the 
apocryphal gospel of the Hebrews Christ speaks of it 
as His Mother When, however, a third place was 
claimed for the Holy Spirit, as substantially existing 
by the side of the Father and the Son, it seems quite 
possible that this thought came, not from Greek, but 
from a Jewish source. It seems to be the Spirit which 
‘in the beginning moved upon the face of the waters,’ 
or ‘the breath of life which God breathed into the 
nostrils of man.’ These manifestations of God, how- 
ever, would according to Greek philosophers have fallen 
rather to the share of the Logos. Again, if in the New 
Testament man is called the temple of God, God and 
the Spirit might have been conceived as one, though 
here, also the name of Logos would from a Greek point 
of view have been more appropriate to any manifesta- 
tion of the Godhead in man. In His last discourse Christ 
speaks of the Holy Ghost as taking His place, and as in 
one sense even more powerful than the Son. We are 
told that the special work of the Spirit or the Holy 
Spirit is to produce holy life in man, that while God 

' Harnack, l.c , i. p. 623. ^ Eenan, Xes JEiangiles, pp. 103, 
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imparts existence, the' Son reason (logos), the Holy 
Ghost imparts sanctification Clement probably ac- 
cepted the Holy Ghost as a more direct emanation or 
radiation proceeding from the Father and the Son in 
their relation with the human soul. For while the 
Father and Son acted on the whole world, the influence 
of the Holy Ghost was restricted to the soul of man. It 
was in that sense that the prophets of the Old Testa- 
ment were said to have been filled with the Spirit of 
God ; nay, according to some early theologians Jesus 
also became the Christ after baptism only, that is, 
after the Holy Ghost in the shape of a dove had 
descended upon H i m . 

The difficulties become even greater when we re- 
member that St. Clement speaks of the Father and the 
Logos as substances (hypostaseis), sharing the same 
essence (ousia), and as personal, the Logos being 
subordinate to the Father as touching His manhood, 
though equal to the Father as touching His godhead. 
We must remember that neither the Logos nor the 
Holy Ghost was taken by him as a mere power (Hvafits) 
of God, but as subsisting personally^. Now it is quite 
true that personality did not mean with St. Clement 
what it came to mean at a later time. With him 
a mythological individuality, such as later theologians 
clamoured for, would have been incompatible with the 
true concept of deity. Still self-conscious activity 
would certainly have been’ claimed by him for every 
one of the three Persons, and one wonders why he 
should not have more fully expressed which particular 
activity it was which seemed to him not compatible 

* Bigg, p. 174. 

^ Harnack, Lc., i. p. S81, 1. 17. 
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either with the Father or with the Logos, but to 
require a separate Person, the Holy Ghost. 

It afterwards was recognised as the principal func- 
tion of the Holy Ghost to bring the world, and more 
particularly the human soul, back to the consciousness 
of its divine origin, and it was a similar function which 
He was believed to have exercised even at the baptism 
of Christy at least by some of the leading aullior- 
ities in the fourth and fifth centuries, Theodore of 
Mopsuestia, Nestorius, and others. 

'^e problem, however, which concerns us more imme- 
diately, the oneness of the human and divine natures, 
is not afifected by these speculations. It forms the 
fundamental conviction in St. Clement’s, as in Philo’s 
mind. If, in order to bring about the recognition of 
this truth, a third power was wanted., St. Clement 
would find it in the Holy Ghost. If it was ilie Holy 
Ghost which gave to man the full conviction of his 
divine sonship, we miist remember that this recon- 
ciliation between God and man was in the first 
instance the work of Christ, and that it had not 
merely a moral meaning, but a higher metaphysical 
purpose. If St. Clement had been quite consistent, he 
could only have meant that the human soul received 
the Holy Spirit through Clmst, and that through the 
Holy Spirit only it became conscious of its true divine 
nature and mindful of its eternal home. We some- 
times wish that St. Clement had expressed himself 
more fully on these subjects, more particularly on his 
view of the relation of man to God, to the Logos, and 
to the Holy Spirit. 

On his ftindamental conviction, however, there can 

* H-mack, l.c., i, pp. 91, 689. 
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be no uncertainty. It was Clement who, before St. 
Augustine, declared boldly that God became man in 
Christ in order that man might become God. Clement 
is not a confused thinker, but he does not help the 
reader as much as he might, and there is a certain 
reticence in his conception of the Incarnation which 
leaves us in the dark on several points. Dr. Bigg^ 
thinks indeed that Clement’s idea of the Saviour is 
larger and nobler than that of any other doctor of the 
Church, ‘ Clement’s Christ,’ he says, ‘ is the Light that 
broods over all history, and lighteth up every man that 
cometh into the world. All that there is upon earth 
of beauty, truth, goodness, all that distinguishes the 
civilised man from the savage, and the savage from 
the beast, is His gift.’ AU this is true, and gives to the 
L<gos a much more historical and universal mea^dng 
than it had with Philo, Yet St, Clement never 
clearly explains how he thought that all this took 
place, and how more particularly this universal Logos 
became incarnate in Jesus of Nazareth, while it was at 
the same time pervading the whole world and every 
living soul ; also what was according to him the exact 
relation of the Logos to the Pneuma. 

There are several other questions to which I can- 
not an answer in St. Clement, but it is a subject 
which I may safely leave to other and more competent 
hands. 

It may be said that such thoughts as we have dis- 
covered in St. Clement are too high for popular 
religion, and every religion, in order to be a religion, 
must be popular, Clement knew this perfectly well. 
But the philosophical thoughts in which he lived were 
» Lo., p.72. 
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evidently more widely spread in Ms time than they 
are even with us ; and in the case of babes, Clement 
is quite satisfied that their Log(» or Christ should be 
simply the Master, th4 Shepherd, the Physician, the 
Son of Mary who suffered for them on the cross. 
Besides, there was the Church which acted both as a 
guide and as a judge over all its members, particularly 
those who had not yet found the true liberty of the 
children of God. If Clement considers this as the 
Lower Life, still it leads on to the Higher Life, the 
life of knowledge and righteousness, the life of love, 
the life in Christ and in God. That purity of life is 
lessential for reaching this higher life is fully understood 
!by Clement. He knew that when true knowledge 
has been obtained, sin becomes impossible. 'Good 
works follow knowledge as shadow follows substance^.’ 
Knowledge or Gnosis is defined as the apprehensive 
contemplation of God in the Logos. When Clement 
shows that this knowledge is at the same time love of 
God and life in God, he represents the same view 
which we met with in the VedS,nta, in contradis- 
tinction from the doctiine of the Sufis. That love of 
God, he holds, must be free from all passion and desire 
{d.T:ad^s ) ; it is a contented self-appropriation which 
restores him who knows to oneness with Christ, and 
therefore with God. The Ved^tist expressed ^e 
same conviction when he said that. He who knows 
Brahma, is Brahma (Brahmavid Brahma bhavati). 
That is the true, serene, intellectual eestasis, not the 
feverish ecstatic visions of Plotinus and his followers. 
Clement has often been called a Gnostic and a Mystic, 
yet these names as appEed to him have a very different 
^ Strom, viii. 18, 82. 
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meaning frcan what they have when applied to Plo- 
tinus or Jamblichus. With all his boldness of thought 
St. Clement never loses his reverence before the real 
mysteries of life. He never indulges in minute de- 
scriptions of the visions of an enraptured soul during 
life, or of the rejoicings or the sufferings of the soul 
after death. All he asserts is that the soul will for 
ever dwell with Christ, beholding the Father. It will 
not lose its subjectivity, though freed from its terres- 
trial personality. It will obtain the vision of the 
Eternal and the Divine, and itself put on a divine 
form (<rxv^M deiov). It will find rest in God by know- 
ledge and love of God. 


Orlgen. 

I cannot leave this Alexandrian period of Chris- 
tianity without saying a few words about Origen. 
To say a few words on such a man as Origen may 
seem a very xiseless undertaking; a whole course of 
lectures could hardly do justice to such a subject. 
Still in the natural course of our argument we cannot 
pass him over. What I wish to make quite clear to 
you is that there is in Christianity more theosophy 
than in any other religion, if we use that word in its 
right meaning, as comprehending whatever of wisdom 
has been vouchsafed to man touching things divine. 
We are so little accustomed to look for philosophy 
in the New Testamant that we have almost acquiesced 
in that most unholy divorce between religion and 
philosophy ; nay, there are those who regard it almost 
as a distinction that our religion should not l>ur- 
dened with metaphysical speculations like other reli- 
gions. Still there is plenty of metaphysical speculation 
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underlying the Christian religion, if only we look for 
it as the early Fatiiers did. The true height and depth 
of Christianity cannot be measured unless we place it 
side by side with the other religions of the world. 
We are hardly aware till we have returned from 
abroad that Upland is richer in magnificent cathe- 
drals than any other country, nor shall we ever 
appredate at its ftill value the theosophic wealth of 
the Christian religion, quite apart fiom its other ex- 
cellences, till we have weighed it against the other 
religions of the world. But in doing this we . must 
treat it simply as one of the historical religions of the 
world. It is only if we treat it with the perfect 
impartiality of the historian that we shall discover its 
often unsuspected strength. 

I hope I have made it clear to you that from the 
very first the principal object of the Christian religion 
has been to make the world comprehend the oneness 
of the objectiveDeity,caUit Jehovah, or Zeus, or Theos, 
or the Supreme Being, rd ov, with the subjective Deity, 
call it self, or mind, or soul, or reason, or Logos. 
Another point which I was anxious to establish was 
that this religion, when it meets us for the first time 
at Alexandria as a complete theological system, repre- 
sents a combination of Greek, that is Aryan, with 
Jewish, that is Semitic thought, that these two primeval 
streams after meeting at Alexandria have ever since 
been flowing on with irresistible force through the 
history of the world. 

Without these Aryan and Semitic antecedents 
Christianity would never have become the Bdigion of 
the world. It is necessary therefore to restore to Chris- 
tianity its historical character by trying to discover 
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and to imderstand more folly its Mstorical antecedents. 
It was Hegel, I believe, who used to say that the dis- 
tingoishing characteristic of the Christian religion was 
that it waa non-historical, by which he meant that it 
was without historical antecedents, or, as others would 
say, miraculous. It seems to me on the contrary that 
what coiistilutes the essential character of Christian- 
ity is tiiat it is so thoroughly historical, or coming, 
as others would say, in the very fulness of time. It 
is difficult to understand the supercilious treatment 
which Christianity so often receives from historians 
and philosophers, and the distrust with which it is re- 
garded by the ever-increasing number of the educated 
and more or less enlightened classes. I believe this 
is chiefly due to the absence of a truly historical treat-j 
ment, and more particularly to the neglect of that most, 
important phase in its early development, with which 
we are now concerned. I still believe that by vindi- 
cating the true historical position of Christianity, and 
by«.sbowing the position which it holds by right among 
the historical and natural religions of the world, wUh- 
cnd ref&rence to or rdiance upon any supposed special, 
exertional, -or so-called miraculous revdation, I may 
have fulfilled the real intention of the founder of thk 
lectureship better than I could have done in any other 
way. 

Though I cannot give you a full account of Origen 
and his numerous writings, or tell you anything new 
about this remarkable man, still I should have been 
charged with wilful blindness if, considering what 
the highest object of these lectures is, I had passed 
over the man whose philosophical and theological 
speculations prove better than anything else what in 
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fctiis, my final course of lectures, I am most anxious to 
pi'ove, viz. tliat the be all and the end all of true 
religion is to reunite the bond between the Divine and 
the Human which had been severed by the false reli- 
^ons of the world. 

On several points Origen is more definite than 
St. Clement. He claims the same freedom of interpreta- 
tion, and yet he is far more deeply impressed with the 
authority of the Rule of Faith, and likewise with 
the authority of the Scriptures, known to him, than 
St. Clement Origen had been born and bred a 
Christian, and he was more disposed to reckon with 
facts, though always recognising a higher truth 
behind and beyond the mere facts. He evidently 
found great relief by openly recognising the dis- 
tinction between practical religion as required for the 
many (xpiariavicr/ios <r<B/ioTtKos) and philosophical truth 
as jaquired by the few (xptoriavicr/xds mieviiariKos). 

After admitting that every religion cannot hut 
assume in the minds of the many a more or less 
mythological form, he goes on to ask, ‘but what 
other way could be found more helpful to the many, 
and better than what has been handed down to the 
people from Jesus ? ’ Still even then, when he meets 
with anything in the sacred traditioiK that conflicts 
with morality, the law of nature or reason, he protests 
against it, and agrees with his Greek opponent that God 
cannot do anything against his nature, the Logos, 
against his own thought and will, and that all miracles 
are therefore in‘a higher sense natural^. A mere miracle, 

^ Hamack, 1. c., i. p. 67S. 

* Contra Celsum, v. 23 ; Bi^, 1. c., p; 26iB ; Hamaek, f. p. 666, 
note ; Ong. in Joan. ii. 28. 
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in the ordinary acceptation of the term, would from 
his point of view have been an insult to the Logos 
and indirectly to the Deity. That the tempter should 
have carried Chiist bodily into a mountain Origin 
simply declared impossible. His great object wus 
everywhere the same, the reconciliation of philosophy 
with religion, and of religion with philosophy. Thus 
he says that a Greek philosopher, on becoming ac- 
quainted with the Christian religion, might well, 
by means of his scientific acquirements, reduce it to 
a more perfect system, supply what seems deficient, 
and thus establish the truth of Christianity^. In 
another place he praises those who no longer want 
Christ simply as a physician, a shepherd, or a ransom 
but as wisdom, Logos, and righteousness. Well 
might Porphyrius say of Origen that he lived like a 
Christian and according to the law, but that with, 
regard to his views about things and about the 
Divine, he was like a Greek Still it was the 
Christian Doctrine which wa^ to him the perfection 
of Greek philosophy®, that is to say the Christian. 
Doctrine in the light of Greek philosophy. 

Origen was certainly more biblical in his perfect 
Monism than Philo. He does not admit matter by 
the side of God^but looks upon God as the author 
even of matter, and of all that constitutes the material 
world. God’s very nature consists in His constant 
manifestation of Himself in the world by means of 
the Ix)gos, whether we call it the thought, the will, or 
the word of God. According to Origen, this Logos 


^ Contra Celsum, i. 2. > EoBebina, H. E., vi. 19. 

* Harnack, i. p. 662, note. 
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in all its fulness was manifested in Christ as the 
perfect image of God. He is called the second 
God (be^Tepos 0ms), iiie Son, being of the same sub- 
stance as the Father [opoowios Trarpi). He is 
also called the wisdom of God, but as subsisting 
substantially by itself {sapimtia dei substantialiter 
avh&istena), and containing aH the forms of the 
manifold creation, or standing between the One 
Uncreate on one side and the manifold created things 
on the other \ If then this Logos, essentially divine 
(dpooiicrios 0€<p), is predicated of Christ, we can 
clearly perceive that with Origen too this was really 
the only way in which he could assert the divinity 
of Christ. There was nothing higher he could have 
predicated of Christ. Origen was using the term 
Logos in the sense in which the word had been 
handed down to him from the author of the Fourth 
Gospel through Tatian, Athenagoras, Pantaenus, and 
Clement. Every one of them held the original 
unity of all spiritual essences with God. The Logos 
was the highest of them, but every human soul also 
was orginally of God and was eternal. According to 
Origen the interval between God and man is filled 
with an unbroken series of rational beings (naturae 
rationabiles), following each other according to their 
dignity. They all belong to the changeable world 
and are themselves capable of change, of progress, 
or deterioration. They take to some extent the place 
of the old Stoic logoi, but they assume a more 
popular form under the name of Angels. The Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost belong to the eternal and 
unchangeable world, then follow the An gala ao- 

‘ Hamack, L p. 582-8. 

Gga 
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cording to their different ranks, and lastly the human 
soul. 

With regal'd to the Third Person, Origen, like 
St. Clement, had never, as Prof. Harnack remarks 
(i. p. 583), achieved an impressive proof of the inner 
necessity of this hypostasis ; nay it was not settled 
• yet in his time whether the Holy Ghost was create 
or uncreate, whether it should be taken for the Son 
of God or not. Nevertheless Origen accepted the 
Trinity, but with the Father as the full source of its 
divinity deoTTjros ) ; nay he speaks of it as 

the mystery of all mysteries, whatever this may mean. 

All human souls were supposed by Origen to 
have fallen away, and as a punishment to have 
been clothed in flesh during their stay in the material 
world. But after the dominion of sin in the material 
world is over, the pure Logos was to appear, united 
with a pure human soul, to redeem every human 
soul, so that it should die to the flesh, live in the 
spirit, and share in the ultimate restoration of all 
things. Some of these speculations may be called 
fanciful, but the underlying thought represented at 
the time the true essence of Christianity. It was in* 
the name of the Christian Logos that Origen was 
able to answer the Logos aUtMs of Celsus ; it was 
in that Sign that Christianity conquered and re- 
conciled Greek philosophy in the East, and Eoman 
dogmatism in the West. 

Xae Alogoi. 

But though this philosophy based on the Logos, the 
antecedents of which we have traced back to the great 
philosophers of Greece, enabled men like St. Clement 
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2jid Origen to fight their good fight for the new faith, 
it must not he supposed that this philosophical defence 
met with universal approval. As Origen saw himself, 
it was too high and too deep for large numbers who had 
adopted the Christian religion for other excellences 
that appealed to their heart rather than to their 
understanding. Thus we hear in the middle of the 
second century ^ of an important sect in Asia Minor*, 
called the Alogoi. This seems to have been a nick- 
name, meaning without a belief in the Logos but 
also absurd. These Alogoi would have nothing to do 
with the Logos® of God, as preached by St. John. 
This shows that their opposition was not against 
St. Clement and Origen, whose writings were probably 
later than the foundation of the sect of tho Alogoi, 
but against the theory of the Logos as taught or 
fuUy implied in the Gospel ascribed to St. John. The 
Alogoi were not heretics ; on the contrary, they were 
conservative, and considered themselves thoroughly 
orthodox. They were opposed to the Montanists and 
Chiiiasts ; they accepted the three Synoptic Gospels, 
but for that very reason rejected the Gospel ascribed to 
St. Jolm, and likewise the Apocalypse. They denied 
even that this Gospel was written by St. John, because 
it did not agree with the other Apostles'*, nay the}'- 
went so far as to say that this Gospel ascribed to John 


* Hamaek, 1. c, p. 617, note. 

® Thus St. John, tha author of ilie Apocalypse, wa.a called 
Theologos, beoa’use he maintained the divinity of the Logos. See 

N’aitiral Rehgion^ p. 46. 

** Epip^iauius, 51. 3. 28: XSyov rov 0€0v dwo^dkXovrm rdp Std 

^ Ep.pii. SI. 4 . ^dm£ov<Ti Srt ow crvfKpwvit rd rod ^Imdpvov tqis 

^OiVoR diToarroXoi^, 
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lied and was disordered ^ as it did not say the sam 
things as the other Apostles. Some ascribed the Fourth 
Gospel to the Judaising Gnostic Cerinthus, and de- 
clared that it should not be used in church 
This is an important page in the history of early 
Christianity. It shows that in the second half of the 
second century the four Gospels, the three Synoptic 
Gospels and that of St. John had all been recognised 
in the Church, but that at the same time it was 
still possible to question their authority without in- 
curring ecclesiastical censure, such as it was at the 
time. It shows sJso how thoroughly the doctrine of 
the Logos was identified with St. John, or at least 
with the author of the Fourth Gospel, and how it 
was his view of Christ, and the view defended by 
Bamabas, Justin, the two Clements, Ignatius, Poly- 
carp®, and Origen, which in the end conquered the 
world. Still, if it was possible for a Pope to make 
St. Clement descend from his rightful place among 
the Saints of the Christian Church, what safety 
is there against another Pope unsainting St. John 
himself*? 

Though the further development of the Logos theory 
in the East and the West is full of interest, we must 
not dwell on it any further. To us its interest is 
chiefly philosophical, while its later development 
becomes more and more theological and scholastic. 
What I wished to prove was that the Christian religion 

‘ Epiph. 61 . . 18 : Ti thay^iKiov rh tlr ovo/m ’ladivov tfic^dtra . . . 
\iyovai xari hudwtiv tiayytKiov, iirctS^ ret airi rots iiroardXots 

ddiaOtrov ftvax, 

“ Ovfi d^ia avrd (paffiv tTvou, tv 
® Hari^ck, i. pp. 162, note ; 422, note^ 

* Big£ Lc., p. 272 
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in its first struggle with the non-Christian thought of 
;he ■vffOi'W, owed its victory chiefly, if not entirely, to 
the r&>ognition of what, as we saw, forms the essential 
elenrent of all religion, the recognition of the closest 
connexion between the phenomenal and the noumenal 
worlds, between the human soul and God. The bond 
of union between the two, which had been discovered 
\y slow degr^ps by pagan philosophers and had been 
made the pivot of Christian philosophy at Alexandria, 
was the Logos. By the recognition of the Logos in- 
Christ, a dogma which gave the direst offence to 
Ceisus and other pagan philosophers, the fatal divorce 
between religion and philosophy had been annulled, 
and the two had once more joined hands. It is 
curious however to observe how some of the early 
Apologetes looked upon the Logos as intended rather 
to separate God ^ from the world than to unite the 
two. It is true that Philo’s mind was strongly 
impressed with the idea that the Divine Essence 
should never be brought into immediate contact with 
vile and corrupt matter, ,and to him therefore the 
intervening Logos might have been welcome as pre- 
venting such contact. But Christian philosophers 
looked upon matter as having been created by God, 
and though to them also the Logos was the intervening 
power by which God formed and ruled the world, 
they always looked upon their Logos as a con- 
necting link and not as a dividing screen. It is true 
that in later times the original purpose and nature 
of the Logos were completely forgotten and changed. 
Instead of being a bond of union between the human 
and the Divine, mstend oi being accepted in the sense 
^ Harnack, i. p. 443. 
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which the early Fathers had impai’ted to it as consti- 
tuting the divioe hirthright of every man bom into the 
world, it was used once more as a wall of ptrtitioii 
between the Divine Logos, the Son of God (ixovu^^evris 
vUs Tov &£ov), and the rest of mankind ; so that not oaly 
the testimony of St. John, but the self-evident meaning 
of the teaching of Christ was made of no effect. 
No doubt St. Clement had then to be unsainted 
but why not St. Augustine, who at one time "was 
a great admirer of St. Clement and Origen, and 
who had translated and adopted the very words of 
St. Clement, that God became man in order that man 
might become God^. Not knowing the difference 
between Oeos and o 0eds, God and the God, later divines 
suspected some hidden heresy in this language of St. 
Clement and St. Augustine, and in order to guard 
against misapprehension introduced a terminc^ogy 
which made the difference between Christ and those 
whom He called His brothers, one of kind and not one 
of degree, thus challenging and defying the whole of 
Christ’s teaching. Nothing can be more cautious 
yet more decided than the words of St. Clement®: 
‘ Thus he who believes in the Lord and follows the 
prophecy delivered by Him is at last perfected accord- 
ing to tbe image of the Master, moving about as God 
in tbe flesh®.’ And still more decided is Orisien’s 
reply to Cclsus iii. 28 • ' That human nature through 
its comm.mion with the more Divine should become 
divine not < 'nly in Jesus, but in all who through faith 

^ See h< p. 323. 

^ S<j 1. C' , p. 75. ^ 

OvToiy o rm Kvpi<i> wH$6fnivos Hial t§ aiirov 

Trpocpijrua nkiw^ lar^K^irm aar ckym tov kdaamkopip mpid ^€pmokmv 
Clem Strom vni 15, 95. 
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take up the life which Jesus taught*,’ It is clear 
that Origen, taking this view of human nature, had 
no need of any other argument in support of the 
true divinity of Christ. He might as well have tried 
to prove his humanity against the Docetae. With him 
both were one and could only be one. To Origen 
Christ’s divinity was not miraculous, or requiring any 
proof from moral or physical miracles. It was in- 
volved in his very nature, in his being the Logos or 
the Son of God in all its fulness, whereas the Logos 
in man had suffered and had to be redeemed by the 
teaching by the life and death of Christ While 
Origen thus endeavoured to reconcile Greek philo- 
lophy, that is, his own honest convictions, with -the.- 
inching of the Church, he kept clear both of 
Gnosticism and Docetism. Origen was as honest as 
^ Christian as he was as a philosopher, and it was 
this honesty which made Christianity victorious in 
ihe third century, and will make it victorious again 
whenever it finds supporters who are determined 
not to sacrifice their pliiiosophical convictions to their 
religious faith or their religious faith to their philo- 
sophical convictions. 

It iss true that like St. Clement, Origen also was 
condemned by later ecclesiastics, who ‘could not 
fathom the depth of his thoughts ; hut he never in the 
whole history of Christianity was without admirer's 
and followers. St. Augustine, St. Bernard, the author 
of De Imiiatione, Master Eckhart, Tauler, and others, 
honoured his memory, and Dr. Bigg is no doubt righi 

^ Iv ^ avBp^ivr} Bftortpov Kotvan't<f '^ivrfrai Bela ouKty 

tS ‘iTjtTov ilKXa iial iraci Toti fifra rod yiJTevtiv AvakaiiBinttnu 

^ Mdipiiak, u p 594 , 
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ibl saying'^ ‘ That there was no truly great man in the 
Church who did not love him a little/ And why ‘ a 
little only ’ 1 Was it because he was disloyal to the 
truth such as he had seen it both in philosophy and 
in religion 1 Was it because he inflicted on himself 
such suffering as many may disapprove, but few will 
imitate {tmji^ariTat ns fioXXov ^ [xiixiqiTiTai) ? If we con- 
sider the time in which he lived, and sthdy the 
testimony which his contemporaries bore of his 
character, we may well say of him as of others who 
have been misjudged by posterity : 

‘Benn wer den Besten seiner Zeit geniig gethan, 

Ber hat gelebt fur alle Zeiten/ 

1 L. c., p. 279. 
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Site In tAe liatln Chnzolx. 

H aving shown, as I hope, that in the earli^t* 
theological representation of Christianity which 
we find in the Alex-andrian Fathers of the Church, the 
most prominent, thought is the same as ttiat of the 
VedS,nta, how tn find a way from earth to heaven, or 
still better how to find heaven on earth, to discover 
God in man and man in God, it only remains to show 
that this ancient form of Christianity, though it was 
either not understood at all or misunderstood in later 
ages, still maintained itself under varying forms in 
an uninterrupted current from the second to the nine- 
teenth century. 

We can see the thoughts of St. Clement and Origen 
transplanted to the Western Church, though the very 
language in which they had to be clothed obscured 
their finer shades of meaning. There is no word in 
Latin to convey the whole of the meaning of Logos ; 
again the important distinction between ©cos and 6 
©eos is difticult to render in a language which has no 
articles. The distinction between ousia and hypostasis 
was difficult to express, and yet an inaccurate rendering 
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■miglit at once become heresy* St. Jerome^ who had 
all his life used the expression tres personae, com- 
plained bitterly that because he would not use the 
expression tres substantiae, he was looked at with 
suspicion, ' Because we do not learn the (new) words, 
we are judged heretical.’ 

We have only to read what Latin Fathers — for in- 
stance, TertuUian — say about Christ as the Logos, in 
®!'der to perceive at once how the genius of the Latin 
language modifies and cripples.tlie old Greek thought. 
When Tertullian begins (Apoicg. cap. xxi) to speak 
about Christ as God, he can only say I>e Christo ut Deo. 
This might be interpreted as if he took Christ to be 
0 ©€dj, and predicated of Him the hypostasis- of the 
Father, which is impossible. What he means to pre- 
dicate is the ousia of the Godhead. Then ho' ,goes on 
‘ We have already said that God made this univei'g 
V&rho, et Batione, et ViHute, that is by the Word, by 
Eeason, by Power.’ He has to uso two words verlum 
and ratio to express Logos, Even then he seems to feel 
that he ought to make his meaning clearer, and he adds ; 
‘It is weU known that with you philosophers also Logos, 
that is Speech (sermo), and xledsos. ('ratio), is con- 
sidered as the artist cf the universe. For Zeno defines 
him as the maker who had formed everything in order, 
and says that he is also called Fate, God, and the 
mind of God, and the necessity of all things. Cleanthes 
comprehends all these as Spirit which, as he &serts, 
pervades the universe. We also aseiibe to Speech, 
Reason, and Power (se^i'nio, ratio, et virtus), through 
which, as we said, God made everything, a proper 
‘ Biographtes qf IVo^ds, p* 43. 
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sul!«tance, the Spiiit^, who as Word issues the fiat (of 
creatioii), s& Keason gives order to the universe, and 
as^Power carries his work on to a complete perfection^. 
We have learnt that he was brought out from God, 
and generated by prolation, and was therefore called 
Son of God and God, from the unity of tire substance. 
For God is Spirit, and when a ray is sent forth from 
the sun, it is a portion from the whole, but the sun 
■will be in the ray, because the ray is the sun’s ray, 
Tiff separated from it in substance, but extended, 
thus comes Spirit from Spirit, and God from God, 
like a light lit from a light.’ 

We see throughdut that Tertullian (160-240) wisitBB 
to express what St. Clement and Origen had expressed 
before him. But not having the Greek tools to work 
with, his verbal picture often becomes blurred. The 
introduction of Spiritus, which may mean the divine 
nature, but is not sufficiently ffistinguished from 
pneuma, logos, the divine Word, and from the spiritus 
sanctus, the Holy Ghost, confuses the mind of the 
readers, particularly if they were Greek philosophers, 
ajjcustomed to the delicately edged Greek terminology. 

Bionyfldus Axeopagitd. 

It would no doubt be extremely interesting to 
follow the tradition of these Alexandrian 'doctiines, 
as they were handed down both in the West and in the 
East, and to mark the changes which they experienced 
in the minds of the leading theological authorities in 
both Churches. But this is a work far beyond my 
strength. All that I feel still called upon to do is 

^ Kaye explains that spirit has here the meaning of Divine nature ; 
but, if so, the expression is very imperfect. 

^ TerMlmm Apologetzcm M^^ersus Genies^ ed. Bindley, p, 74, note. 



462 


LECTUEB XIV. 


to attempt to point out how, during the centuriei 
which separate us from the first five centuries of our 
era, this current of Christian thought was never en 
tirely lost, hut rose to the surface again and again at 
the most critical periods in the history of the Christian 
reli^on. Unchecked by the Council of Nicaea (32.5), 
that ancient stream of philo^sophical and religious 
thought flows on, and we can hear the distant echoes 
of Alexandria in the writings of St. Basil (329-379) > 
Gregory of Nyssa (332-395), Gregory of Naziaw 
(328-389), as well as in the Works of St. Augustine 
(364-430). In its original pagan form Neo-Platonism 
asserted iteelf once more through the powerful advo- 
cacy of Proclus (411-485), while in its Christian form 
it received about the same time (500 A. D. ?) a most 
powerful renewed impulse from a pseudonymous 
writer, Dionysius the Areopagite. I must devote 
some part of my lecture to this writer on account of 
the extraordinary influence which his works acquired 
in the history of the mediaeval Church. He has often 
been called the father of Mystic Christianity, which 
is only a new name for Alexandrian Christianity in 
one of its various aspects, and he has served for d?n-i 
turies as the connecting link between the ancient and 
the mediaeval Church. No one could understand the 
systems of St. Bernard (1091-1163) and Thomas 
Aquinas (1224-1274) without a knowledge of Diony- 
sius. No one could account for the thoughts and the 
very language of Master Eckhart (1260-1329) without 
a previous acquaintance with the speculations of that 
last of the Christian Neo-Platonists. Nay, Oerson 
(1363-1429), St. Theresa (1615-1582), Molinos (1640- 
1687), Mad. de Guyon (1648-1717), all have been 
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touched by his magic wand. Few men have achieved 
so wide and so lasting a celebrity as this anonymous 
writer, and, we must add, with so little to deserve it. 
Though Dionysius the Areopagite is often represented 
as the founder of Christian mysticism, I must con- 
fess that after reading Philo, St. Clement, and Origen, 
I find very little in his writings that can be called 
original 

Wrlti&gB of ZHonysltLS. 

It is well known that this Dionysius the Areo- 
pagite is not the real Dionysius who with Damaris 
and others cla't’e unto St. Paul after his sermon on 
Areopagus. Of him we know nothing more than -v^hat 
we find in the Acts. But there was a Christian Neo- 
Platonist who, as Tholuck has been the first to show, 
wrote about 500 A. D. The story of his book is very 
curious. It has often been told ; for the last time by 
the present Bishop of Durham, Dr. Westcott, in his 
thoughtful Essays on the History of Religious Thought 
in the West, published in 1891. I chiefly follow him 
and Tholuck in giving you the following facts. The 
writings of Dionysius were referred to for the first 
time at the Conference held at Constantinople in 583 
A. D., and even at that early time they were rejected 
by the orthodox as of doubtful authenticity. Naturally 
enough, for who had ever heard before of Dionysius, 
the pupil of St. Paul, as an author? Even St. Cyril 
and Athanasius knew nothing yet about any writings 
of his, and no one of the ancients had ever quoted 
them. But in spite of all this, there was evidently 
something fascinating about these -writings of Diony- 
sius the Areopagite. In the seventh century they 
were commented on by Maximius (died 662); 
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Photius in Ms Bibliotheca (e. 845) mentions an essay 
by Tbeodorus, a presbyter, -written in order to defend 
the genuineness of ^e volume of St. Dionysius. 
We need not enter into these arguments for and 
against the genuineness of these books, if -what is 
meant by genuineness is their being -wiitten by 
Dionysius the Areopagite in the first century of our 
era. I even doubt whether the author Mmself ever 
meant to commit anything like a fraud or a forgery K 
•He was evidently a Neo-Platonist Christian, and Ms 
book was a fiction, not uncommon in those days, just 
as in a certain sense the dialogues of Plato are fictions, 
and the speeches of Thucydides are fictions, though 
never intended to deceive anybody. A man at the 
present day might write under the name of Dean 
Swift, if he wished to state what Dean Swift would 
have said if he had lived at the present moment. 
Why should not a Neo-Platomst philosopher have 
spoken behind the mask of Dionysius the Areopagite,- 
if he wished to state what a Greek philosopher would 
naturally have felt about Christianity. It is true 
there are some few touches in the -writings ascribed 
to Dionysius wMch were Uieant to give some local 
colouring and historical reality to tMs pMlosopMcal 
fiction ; but even such literary artifices must not be 
put do-wn at once as intentional fraud. There is, foi- 
instance, a treatise Be Vita Gontemplativa, wMeh is 
ascribed to PMlo. But considering that it contains a ' 
panegyric on ascetidsm as practised by the Thera- 
peutai in Egypt, it is quite clear that it could never 
have been written by Philo Judaeus. It was probably 
written by a Christian towards the end of the third 
^ See the remarks of Benan, iu Les ^vangUea, p. 169. 
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or che beginning of the fourth centtuy. If for sojne 
unknown reason the author wrote under the name of 
thilo, this literary artifice could hardly have taken 
in any of his contemporari^^ if indeed it was ever 
meant to do so ^ 

But whatever the object of the writer may have 
Beeo, whether honest or dishonest, certain it is that 
he found a large public willing to believe in the 
actual authorship of Dionysius the Areopagite. The 
greatest ■ftriters of the Greek Church accepted these 
books 'aS the real works of the Areopagite. Still 
greater was their success in the West. They were 
referred to by Gregory the Great (c. 600), and 
quoted by Pope Adrian I in a letter to Charles the 
Great. 

The firat copy of the Dionysian writings reached 
the West in the year 827, when Michael, the stam- 
merer, sent a copy to Louis I, the son of Charles. 
And here a new mystification sprang up. They were 
received in the abbey of St. Denis, near Paris, by the 
Abbot Hilduin. They arrived on the very vigil of 
the feast of St. Dionysius, and, absurd as it may 
sound, Dionysius the Areopagite was identified with 
St. Denis, the Apostle of France, the patron saint 
of the Abbaye of St. Denis ; and thus national pride 
combined with theological ignorance to add still 
greater weight and greater sanctity to these Diony- 
sian writings in France. 

XnauCKttoa 1>7 Boottis Bzismuk. 

The only difficulty was how to read and translate 

* Lucius, 2)w TherapmOm, Strassbuig, 1880. Eueuen, Biibert !«■ 
turn, p. 801. 
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them. France at that tune was not rich in Greek 
scholars, and the language of Dionysius is hy no 
means easy to understand. Hilduin, the abbot of 
St. Denis, attempted a translation, but failed. The 
son of Louis, Charles the Bald, was equally anxious 
to have a Latin translation of the writings of St. 
Denis, the patron saint of France, and he found at 
last a competent translator in the famous Scotus 
Erigena, who lived at his court. Scotus Erigena was 
a kindred spirit, and felt strongly attracted by the 
mystic speculations of Dionysius. His translation 
must have been made before the year 861, for in that 
year Pope Nicholas I complained in a letter to Charles 
the Bald that the Latin translation of Dionysius had 
never been sent to him for approval. A copy was 
probably sent to Rome at once, and in 865 we find 
Anastasius, the Librarian of the Roman See, addressing 
a letter to Charles, commending the wonderful trans- 
lation made by one whom he calls the barbarian 
livmg at the end of the world, -that is to say, Scotus 
Erigena, whether Irishman or Scotchman. Scotu 
was folly convinced that Dionysius was the conter 
porary of St. Paul, and admired him both for hi 
antiquity and for the sublimity of the heaven! 
graces which had been bestowed upon binn. 

As soon as the Greek text and the Latin transla- 
tion had become accessible, Dionysius became the 
ohj ect of numerous learned treatises.- Albertos Magnus 
and Thomas Aquinas were both devoted students of his 
works, and never doubted their claims to an apostolic 
date. It was not till the revival of lear ning that 
these claims were re-examined and rejected, and re- 
jected with such irresistible evidence that people 



DTONYSrOS THE ABEOPAGITE. 


467 


wondered how these compositions could ever have 
been accepted as apostolic. We need not enter into 
these arguments. It is" no longer heresy to doubt 
their i^postolical authorship or date. No one doubts 
at present that the writer was a Neo^Flatonist Chrisi- 
tian, as Tholuck suggested long ago, and that he 
lived towards the end of the fifth <»ntury, probably 
at Edessa in Syria. But though deprived of their 
fictitious age and authorship, these writings retain 
their importance as having swayed the whole of 
mediaevtd Christianity more than any other book, 
except the New Testament itself. They consist of 
treatises (1) on the Heavenly Hierarchy, (2) on the 
Ecclesiastical Hierarchy, (8) on the Divine Names, 
(4) on Mystical Theology, There are other books 
ntentioned as his, but now lost \ They are most 
easily accessible now in the Abbd Migne’s edition 
(Paris, 1857). 

Ziillti«3iot of tlio Olonyviu WfittoiTii. 

If we ask how it was that these books exercised so 
extraordinary a fascination on the minds of the most 
eminent theologians during the Middle Ages, the prin- 
cipal reason seems to have been that they satisfied a 
want which exists in every human heart, the want of 
Knowing that there is a real relation between the 
human soul and Clod. That want was not satisfied 
by the Jewish religion. It has been shown but lately 
by an eminent Scotch theologian, what an impassable 
g^ the Old Testament leaves between the soul and 
God. And though it was the highest object of the 
teaching of Christ, if properiy understood, to bridge 


* See HamMk, L o., vol. il. p. 426, note. 
Hh a 
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that gulf, it was not so understood by the Jewifeh 
Christians who formed some of the first and in some re- 
spects most important Christian communiti^. Diony- 
sius set boldly to work to construct, if not a bridge, 
at least a kind of Jacob’s ladder between heaven and 
earth ; and it was this ladder, as we shall see, ibat 
appealed so strongly to the sympathy of his numerous 
followei’s. 

No doubt the idea that he was the contemporary of 
St. Paul added to his authority. There are several 
things in his works which would hardly have been 
tolemted by the orthodox, except as coming from the 
mouth of an apostolic teacher. Thus Dionysius affirms 
that the Hebrews were in no sense a chosen people 
before the rest, that the lot of aU men is equ^, and 
that God has a like care for all mankind. It is a 
still bolder statement of Dionysius that Christ before 
His resurrection was simply a mortal man, even in- 
ferior, as it were, to the angels, and that only after 
the resurrection did He become at once immortal rnan 
and God of all. There are other views of at all events 
doubtful orthodoxy which seem to have been tolerated 
in Dionysius, but would have provoked ecclesiastical 
censure if coming from any other source, 

Souxoa* of SioiiTsliu. 

It must not be supposed, however, that Dionysius 
was original in his teaching, or that he was the first 
who discovered Greek, more particularly Neo-Pla- 
tonist ideas, behind the veil of Christian' doctrines. 
Dionysius, like the early Eleatic philosophers, starts 
from the belief in God, as the absolute Being, ro ov, 
the conscious God as absolutely transcendent, as the 
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cause wliicli is outside its effects, and yet multiplies 
itself so as to be dynamically present in every one of 
them. This multiplication or this streaming forth of 
the Deity is ascribed to Love (lp<us) within God, and 
is supposed to be carried out according to certain 
designs or types {vpoopia-ixoi, ‘napabelyfj.ara), that is to 
say, not at random, but according to law or reason. In 
this we can recognise the Stoic logoi and the Platonic 
ideas, and we shall see that in their intermediary 
character they appear once more in the system of 
Dionysius under the name of the Hierarchies of 
angels. The soul which finds itself separated from 
God by this manifold creation has but one object, 
namely to return from out the manifoldnesff of created 
things to a state of likeness and oneness with God 
{ipoiioCaxris, ivaxris, Qiaxns). The chasm between the 
Deity and the visible world is filled by a number of 
beings which vary in name, but are always the same 
in essence. Dionysius calls them a Hierarchy, St. 
Clement had already used the same term \ when he 
describes ‘ the graduated hierarchy like a chain of iron 
rings, each sustaining and sustained, each saving and 
saved, and all held together by the Holy Spiiit, which 
is Faith.’ Oxigen is familiar with the same idea, and 
Philo tells us plainly that what people call angels are 
really the Stoic logoi 

She Dalmonei. 

We can trace the same idea still further ba^jk. In 
Hesiod, as we saw, and in Plato’s Timaeus, the chasm 
between the two worlds was filled with the Daimones. 
In the later Platonist teaching these Daimones became 

* Bis*, 1. c., p. 68. * See pp. 406, 478, 478 
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more ajad more systematised. They were supposed to 
perform all the work which is beneath the dignity of 
the impassive Godhead. They create, they will, and 
rule everything. Some of them are almost divine, 
others nearly human, others again are demons in the 
modern sense of the word, spirits of evil. Many of the 
ancient mythological gods had to accept a final nesting- 
place among these Daimones. This theory of Daimones 
supplied in fact the old want of a bridge between God 
and man, and the more .abstract the idea of God be- 
came in the philosophy of the Platpnists, the stronger 
became their belief in the Daimone^ The description 
given of them by Maximus Tyrius, by Plutarch and 
others, is often most touching, and shows deep religious 
feeling 

Thus Apuleius, De Deo Socratico, 674, writes : * Pl%to 
and his followers are blameless if, conceiving that the 
purely spiritual and emotionless nature of God pre- 
cluded Him from direct action upon this world of 
matter, they imagined a hierarchy of beneficent beings, 
called Daimones, partaking of the divine nature by 
reason of their immortality, and of human nature by 
reascHi of their subjection to emotions, and fitted 
therefore to act as intermediaries between earth and 
heaven, between God and man.’ 

Maximus, the Tyrian (Dias. xiv. 5), describes these 
Daimones as a link between human weakness and 
divine beauty, as bridging over the gulf between 
mortal and immortal, and as acting between gods and 
men as interpreters acted between Greeks and bar- 
barians, He calls thein secondary’ gods (^eol beurepoi), 
and speaks of them .as the departed souls of virtuo^ 
men, appointed by God to overrule every part df 
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httmaa life, by helping the good, avenging the injured, 
and punishing the unjust. They are messengers of 
unseen things, &yye\ot tSv &<f)av&v ; and Plutarch, too, 
calls them messengera or argels between gods and 
men, describing them as the spies of the former, wan- 
dering at their commands, punishing wrong-doers, and 
guarding the course of the virtuous (Cessation of 
oracles, 13 ; Face in the orb of the moon, 30). 

Origen points out that the angels w6re sometimes 
spoken of as gods in the Psalms (c. Cels. v. 4), 
but when challenged by Celsus why Christians do not 
worship the Daimones, and particularly the heavenly 
luminaries, he answers that the sun himself and the 
moon and the stars pray to the Supreme God through 
Hie only-begotten Son, and that therefore they think 
■ik Improper to pray to those beings who themselves 
offer prayers to God {yy.vovfiiv ye 6fov koI rdv Movoyei^ 
avrov, c. Cels. v. 11 ; viii. 67). 

Celsus, who doubts everything that does not admit 
of a philosophical justification, is nevertheless so con- 
vinced of the reality and of the divine goodness of the 
Didmones that he cannot understand why the Chris- 
tians should be so ungrateful as not to worship them. 

There is an honest ring in an often-quoted passage 
of his in which he exhorts the Christians not to 
despise their old Daimones : 

‘ Every good citizen,’ he says, * ought to respect the 
worship of his fathers. And Go4 gave to the Dai- 
mones the honour which they claimed. Why then 
^ould the Christians refuse to eat at the table of the 
Daimones 1 They give us com and wine and the very 
idr we breathe ; we must eithm: submit to their benefits 
quit the world altogether. All ttiat is really im- 
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portant in Christianity is the belief in the itnmoiiality 
of the soul, and in the future blessedness of the good, 
the eternal punishment of the wicked. But why not 
swear by the Emperor, the dispenser of all temporal 
blessings, as God of all spiritual? Why not sing a 
paean to the bright Sun or Athene, and at any rate 
kiss the hand to those lower deities who can do us 
harm if neglected? It cannot be supposed that the 
great Eoman Empire will abandon its tried and an- 
cient faith for a barbarous novelty i.e. Christianity).’ 

Plut^ch expresses the same strong faith in the 
Daimones, when he says : 

‘He who denies the Daimones, denies providence 
and breaks the chain that unites the world with the 
throne of God.’ 

We can well understand, therefore, that those among 
the Platonists who had become Christians, required 
something to fill the empty niches in their hearts, 
which had formerly been occupied by the Greek 
Daimones. In order to bring the Supreme Godhead 
into contact with the world, they invented their own 
Daimones, or rather gave new names to the old. 
St. Clement speaks glibly of the gods, but he declares 
■that all the host of angels and gods are placed in sub- 
jection to the Son of God 

Even St. Augustine does not hesitate to speak of 
the gods who dwell in the holy and heavenly habita- 
tion, but he means by them, as he says, angels and 
rational ci’eatures, whether thrones or dominations or 
principalities or powers. 

* Bigg, p. 266, 

‘ Strom, vii. 2, S : rijv vpotn]yoplca> KitcKipunu ol ffMpwoi r&y 

^oiT^pi irpwToy T€Ta^€ymy yevrjiFOfiivoi. 
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We saw that when the logoi had been conceived as 
one, the Logos was called the Son of God, the first 
b^otten or even the only begotten. When conceived 
as many, the same logoi had been spoken of as Angels 
by Philo, and as Aeons by the Gnostics L They were 
now represented as a hierarchy by Dionysius. This 
hierarchy, however, has assumed a very different cha- 
racter from that of the Aristotelian logoi. The Stoics 
saw in their logoi an explanation of created things, 
of trees, animals, and fishes, or of universal elements, 
not only water,! earth, fire, and air, but heat and cold, 
sweetness and bitterness, light and darkness, etc. The 
Platonists, and more particularly the Neo-Platonist 
Christians, had ceased to care for these things. It was 
not the origin and descent of species, but the ascent 
of the human soul that principally occupied their 
thoughts. The names which were given to these 
intermediate creations which had come forth &om 
God, which had assumed a substantial existence by 
the side of God, nay after a time had become like 
personal beings, were taken from the, Bible, though it 
is difficult to understand on what principle, if on any. 
Origen already had spoken of Angels, and Thrones, 
and Dominions, Princedoms, Virtues, and Powers, and 
of an infinit e stairway of worlds, on which the souls 
were perpetually descending and ascending till they 
reached final union with God. 

^ These Aeons of Yalentinian were, as Dr. Bigg, p. 27? truly re- 
marks, the ideas of Plato, peen through the fog of an Egyptian ou 
Syrian mind. Aeon was probably taken originally in the sense of 
age, generation, then world. Our own word world meant origi nally 
men,* mmflum. 
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Xuilvenee of Bionysiiui auxins' tbe Middle Ases. 

What puzzles the historian is why Dionysius, who 
simply arranges these ancient thoughts without adding 
much, if anything, of his own, should have become the 
great authority for Theosophy or Mystic Christianity 
during the whole of the Middle Ages. He is quoted 
alike by the most orthodox of schoolmen, and by the 
most speculative philosophers 'who had almost ceased 
to be Christians. His first translator, Scotus Eri- 
gena, used him as a tnisted shield against bis own 
antagonists. Thomas Aquinas appeals to him on 
every opportunity, and even when he dififers from 
him treats him as an authority, second only to the 
Apostles, if second even to them. 

Tlie System of Bioziysitis. 

One explanation is that he saw that all religion, 
and certainly the Chiistian must fulfil the desire of 
the soul for God, must in fact open a return to 
God. Creation, even if conceived as emanation only, 
is a separation from God ; salvation therefore, such as 
Christianity promises to supply, must be a return to 
God, who is all in all, the only true existence in all 
things. Dionysius tries to explain how a bright and 
spiritual light goes forth and spreads throughout aU 
creation from the Father of light. That light, he says, 
is one and entirely the same through all thin^, and 
although there is diversity of objects^ the light remains 
one and undivided in different objects, so' that, without 
confusion, variety may be assigned to the objects, 
identity to the light. 

All rational creatures who have a capacity for the 
divine nature are rarefied by the marvellous ahinlng 
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of the heavenly lights lightened and lifted up closely 
to it, nay made one with, it- In this great happii^gss 
are aU those spiritual natures which we call angels, on 
whom the light is shed forth in its untempered purity. 

But as for men, who are clogged by the heavy mass 
of the body, they can only receive a kind of tempered 
Kght through the ministry of the angels, till at last 
they find truth, conquer the flesh, strive after the 
spirit, and rest in spiritual truth. Thus the all-mer- 
dful God recalls degraded men and restores them to 
truth and light itself. 

But Dionysius is not satisfied with these broad out- 
lines, he delights in elaborating the minute and to our 
mind often very fantastic details of the emanation of 
the divine light. 

He tells us how there are three triads, or nine 
divisions in the celestial hierarchy. Possibly these 
three Triads may have been suggested by the three 
triads of Plato which we discussed in a former 
Lecture. In the first triad there are first of all the 
'^aphim, illumined by God Himself, and possessing 
■ he property of perfection. Then foUow the CkeritJbcm 
is illuming and taught by the Seraphim, and pos- 
sessing the property of illumination. The third place 
in the first triad is assigned to the Thrones, or stead- 
fast natures who are enlightened by the second order, 
and distinguwhed by purification. 

Then follow in succession the Dominations, the 
Virtues, and the Po wers, and after that, the Princi- 
palities, the Archangels, and Angels. These nine 
stations are all minutely described, but in the end 
their main object is to hand down and filter, as it were, 
the divine light till it can be made fit for human beings. 
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Human beings are below the angels, but if properly 
aolightened they may become like angels, nay like 
gods. Partial light was communicated by Moses, 
purer light by Christ, though His full light will shine 
forth in heaven only. There the true Son is with 
the Father. The Father is the beginning from which 
are all things. The Son is the means through which 
all things are beautifully ordered, the Holy Ghost if* 
the end by which all things are completed and per- 
fected. The Father created all things because He is 
good — ^this iS’ the old Platonic idea — and because He 
is good, He also recalls to Himself all things according 
to their capacity. 

However much we may agree with the general drift 
of this Dionysian theology, some of these details seem 
extremely childish. And yet it is these very details 
which seem to have taken the fancy of generation 
after generation of Christian teachers and preachers 
and their audiences. To the present day the belief 
of the Church in a hierarchy of angels and their 
functions is chiefly derived from Dionysius. 

Mllman oxi l^iosiTsixis. 

xm existence of this regular celestial hierarchy 
became, as Milman (vi. 406) remarks, an admitted 
fact in* the higher and more learned theology. The 
schoolmen reason upon it as on the Godhead itself: 
in its more distinct and material outline it became 
the vulgar belief and the subject of frequent artistic 
representation. Milman writes: 

‘The separate and occasionally discernible being 
and nature of seraphim and cherubim, of archangel 
and angel, in that dim confusion of what was thought 



DIONYSIUS THE AEEOFAOITB, 


477 


revealed in the Scripture, and what was sanctioned 
by the Church — of image and reality, this Oriental, 
half-Magian, halfc-Talmudic, but now Christianised 
theory, took i\ia place, if with less positive authority, 
with hardly less unquestioned credibility, amid the 
rest of the faith/ 

Dr. Milman suggests with a certain irony that what 
made this . celestial hierarchy so acceptable to the 
mediaeval clergy, may have been the corresponding 
ecclesiastical hierarchy. Dionysius in his Ecclesiastical 
Hierarchy proceeded to show that there was another 
hierarchy, reflecting the celestial, a human and ma- 
terial hierarchy, communicating divine light, purity, 
and knowledge to corporeal beings. The earthly 
sacerdotal order had its type in heaven, the celestial 
orders their antitype on earth. As there was light, 
purity, and knowledge, so there were three orders of 
the earthly hierarchy. Bishops, Priests, and Deacons ; 
three Sacraments, Baptism, the Eucharist, the Holy 
Chrism; three classes, the Baptised, the Communis 
(^ts, the Monks. The ecclesiastical hierarchies 
themselves were formed and or^nised after the 
pattern of the great orders in heaven. The whole 
worship of man, which they administered, was an 
echo of that above; it represented, as in a mirror, 
■the angelic I or superangelic worship in the empyrean. 
All its splendour, its lights, its incense, were but the 
material symbols, adumbration of the immaterial, 
condescending to human thought, embodying in 
things cognisable to the senses of man the adoration 
of beings close to the throne of God. 

There may be some truth in Milman's idea that 
human or rather priestly vanity was flattered by all 
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this' ; still we can hardly account in that way for the 
enormous success of the Dionysian doctrine in the 
mediaeval Church. 

SEbeal Attractioii of BionTSius. 

The real fascination lay, I believe, deeper. It 
consisted in the satisfaction which Dionysius gave 
to those innate cravings of the human soul for union 
with God, cravings all the stronger the more the mere 
externals of religion and worship occupied at the time 
the minds ot priesthood and laity. Not that this 
satisfaction could not have been found in the Gospels, 
if only they had been properly searched, and if the 
laity had ^n allowed even to read them. But it 
was dogma and ceremonial that then preoccupied the 
Church. 

Sbe Fifth Centnry- 

As Dr. Westcott says, the ecclesiastical and civil 
disorders of the fifth century had obscured the highest 
glories of the Church and the Empire. Hence the 
chords touched on by Dionysius found a ready re- 
sponse in all truly religious minds, that is, in minds 
longing for the real presence of God, or for a loving 
union with God. This is what Dionysius promised to 
them. To him everything finite was a help towards 
the anprehension of the Infinite ; and though human 
knowledge could never rise to a knowledge of the 
absolute, it might show the way to a .fellowship 
with it. The highest scope with Dionysius was 

^ Eren on this point Dionysius is not original. He liad been 
antici^ted by St. Clement, who writes (Strom. Ti. 13), < Since, 
according to my opinion, the grades here in the Church of bishops, 
presbyters, and deacons are imitations of the angelic glory.' 
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assimilation to, or union with God^. In order to 
reach this union the truly initiated have to be released 
from the objects and the powers of sight before they 
can penetrate into the darkness of unknowledge 
(ayvcicria). The initiated is then absorbed in the 
intangible and invisible, wholly given up to that 
which is beyond all things, and belonging no longer 
to himself nor to any other finite being, but in virtue 
of some nobler faculty united with that which is 
wholly unknowable, by the absolute inoperation of 
all limited knowledge, and known in a manner 
be^ ond mind by knowing nothing (Westcott, 1. e., 
p. 185). This is called the wydic union when the 
soul is united with God, not by knowledge, but by 
the devotion of love. Here was the real attraction of 
the Dionysian writings, at least with many Christians 
who wanted more from religion than arid dogma, more 
than vain symbols and ceremonies from the Church, 
It is difficult for us to imagine what the religious 
state of the laity must have been at that time. It is 
true they were baptised and confirmed, they wei-e 
married and buried by the Church. They were also 
taught their Creeds and prayers, and they were invited 
to attend the spectacular services in the ancient 
cathedrals. But if they asked why all this was 
so, whence it came and what it meant, they would not 
easily have found an answer. We must remember 
that the Bible was at that time an almost inaccessible 
book, and that laymen were not encouraged to study 
it. The laity had to be satisfied with what had been 
filtered through the brain of the clergy, and what was 
considered by the Church the best food for babes. 

* Westcott, L c., pp. 157, 159, 161 
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Any attempt to test and verify tins clerical teaching 
would have been considered sinful. The clergy again 
were often without literary cultivation, and certainly 
without that historical and philosophical training 
that would have enabled them to explain the theo- 
logical teaching of St. John in its true sense, or to 
explain in what sense Christ was called the Son of 
God, and mankind believed capable of Divine sonship. 
Christianity became altogether legendary, and instead 
of striving after a pure conception of Christ, as the 
Son of God, Popes and Cardinals invented immaculate 
conceptions of a very different character. And that 
which is the source of all religion in the human heart, 
the perception of the Infinite, and the yearning of the 
soul after God, found no response, no satisfaction 
anywhere. How Christianity survived the fearful 
centuries from the fifth to the ninth, is indeed 
a marvel. Both clergy and laity seem to have led 
God-forsaken lives, but it was to these very centuries 
that the old German proverb applied, — 

‘When pangs are liighebfc 
Then God is nigliesi/ 

Nearness to God, union with God, was what many 
souls were then striving for, and it was as satisfying 
that desire that the teaching of Dionysius was welcome 
to the clergy and indirectly to the laity. 

Five Stages of Mystic Unioii. 

The mystic union of which Dionysius treats, was not 
anything to be kept secret, it was simply what the 
Neo-Platonists had taught as the last and highest 
point of their philosophy and their reli^on. They 
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recognised a number of preliminary stages, such as 
purification (jcd^a/Do-ts), illumination {<|)aTto-/ids), and 
initiation (fiijrjcns), which in the end led to unification' 
with God (erotfo-ts) and deification (dicocns), a change 
into God. Sometimes a distinction was made between 
oneness (evcacns) and likeness (djuoiwa-ts), but in the 
case of likeness with God, it ’v^ould be difficult to 
explain any difference between, likeness and oneness, 
between what is god-like, and what is godly. 

if there was an initiation (fs,i6ri<ns), it must not be 
supposed that there was anything secret or mysterious 
in this preparation for the highest goal. The Henosis 
or union with the One and All was no more of a secret 
than was the teaching of St. Paul that we live and 
aiov^e and have our being in God. All that was meant 
by initiation was preparation, fitness to receive the 
Higher Knowledge. Still, many of the Fathers of 
the Church who had been brought up in the schools 
of Neo-Platonist philosophers, spoke of the union 
of the soul with God as a mystical union, and as,a 
mystery. Thus Origen (c. Celsum, 1. 1, e. 7) says that 
though Christianity was more widely spread than 
any other philosophy, it possesses certain things 
behind the exoteric teaching which are not readily 
communicated to the many. St. Basil distinguishes 
in Christianity between xTjpuy/iora, what is openly 
proclaimed and §<wMara, which are kept secret. Those 
who had ba^ baptiHe'd were sometimes spoken of as 
fivarai or tponTt^uiievot, enlightened, as distinguished 
from the catechumens, just as in the Greek mysteries 
a distinction was made between the initiated and the 
(4j Tl 
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exoterics. Tae Lord’.g Slipper more particularly, was 
often spoken of as a great mystery, but though it was 
called a mystery, it was not a secret in the ordinary 
sense. Clement denies expressly that the Church 
possesses 'any ssevet doccrines (oiSaxds uAXas aisop- 
pifrovs’), though, no doubt, he too would have held 
that what is sacred must not be given to dogs. 
What may be called the highest mystery is at the 
same time the highest truth, whether in Christianity 
or in !Neo-Platonism, namely the hmais or &7rXca< 
the perfect union witii God. Thus Macarius (c. 3 
says in his Homilies (xiv. 3): ‘If a man surrender 
his hidden being, that is his spirit and his thoughts, 
to God, occupied with nothing elsoj and moved by 
nothing else, but restraining himself, then the bond 
holds him worthy of the mysteries in much holyncfs 
and purity, nay, He offers Himself to him as divii' '■ 
bread and spiritual diink.’ 

It is this so-called mystery which forms the highest 
olgect of the teaching of Dionysius the Areopagite. 
He also admits certain stages, as preliminary to the 
highest mysteiy. They are the same as those of the 
Neo-Platonists, beginning with KdOapais, purification, 
and ending with Bdaxris and Ivmo-ts, that is, deification, 
union with God, or change into God^. We shall 
now understand better why he calls that union 
mystic and his theology mystic theology. 

SCystio and SdLOlaatio Tl&eology. 

It seems to me that it was ihe satisfaction which 
Dionysius gave to this yearning of the huinan heart 

‘ Bigg, pp. 57, 140. 

? We want a word like the German TergoUung^ which is as different 
from Vergoitmmg as $iwcrts is from diro0iw<Tii. 
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alter union with God, far more than the satisfaction 
which he may have given to ecclesiastical vanity, 
which explains the extraordinary influence which he 
acquired both among the laity and the clergy. After 
nis time the whole stream of theological knowledge 
may he said to have rolled on in two parallel channels, 
o«ie the Schdla&tic, occupied with the definition of 
dhristian doctrines and their defence, the other the 
Mystic, devoted to the divine element in man; or 
with what was called the birth of Christ within the 
soul. The Christian mystics, so far as their funda- 
mental position was concerned, argued very much like 
the Vedintists and Eleatic philosophers. K we believe 
in the One Being, they said, which causes and deter- 
mines all things, then that One Being must be the 
cause and determination of the human soul also, and 
it would be mere illusion to imagine that our being 
could in its essence be different from that of God. 
If, on the contrary, man is in his essence different from 
the One fundamental and Supreme Being, self-deter- 
mined and entirely free, then there can be no infinite 
God, but we should have to admit a number of Gods, 
or divine beings, all independent of the One Being, yet 
limited one by the other. The Christian Mystics 
embraced the former alternative, and in this respect 
differed but little from the Neo-Platonists, though they 
■looked for and found strong support for their doctrines 
in the New Testament, more particularly in the 
Gospel ascribed to St. John and in some of the 
Epistles of St. Paul. The Christian mystic theo- 
logians were most anxious to establish their claim to 
be considered orthodox, and we see that for a long 
'lime Dionysius continued to be recognised as an 

li 3 
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authon^y oy the most orthodox of Divines. Thomas 
Aquinas, the angelic doctor, to quote the words of 
his editor, drew almost the whole of his theology . ■>m 
Dionysius, so that his Summa is hut the hive, as he 
says, in whose varied cells he stored the honey whicn 
he gathered from the writings of Dionysius (Wdstcott 
1. c., p. 144). 

aSysticism, and €}iristian Hystieism. 

In our days I doubt whether the mysticism of 
Dionysius would be considered as quite orthodox. 
Dr. Tholuek, a most orthodox theologian and a great 
admirer of the mystic poetry of the East and the AYest, 
draws a broad distinction between a mystic and a 
Christian mystic. He defines a mystic * as a man, 
who, conscious of his affinity with aU that exists fi:om 
the Pleiades to the gi-ain of dust, merged in the divine 
stream of life that pours through the uiiiverse, but 
perceiving also that the purest spring of God bursts 
forth in his own heart, moves onward across the 
world which is turned towards what is limited and 
finite, turning his eye in the centre of his own soul to 
the mysterious abyss, where the infinite flows into the 
finite, satisfied in nameless intuition of the sanctuary 
opened within himself, and lighted up and embraced 
by a blissful love of the secret source of his own being’ 
(p. 20). ‘ in his moral aspect,’ Dr. Tholuek adds, ‘ the 
life of such a mystic is like a mirror of water, moved 
by an all-powerful love within, and disquieted by 
desire, yet restraining the motion of ite waves, in 
order to let the face of the sun reflect itself on a 
motionless surface. The restless conflicts of self- 
hood are quieted and restrained by love, so that the 
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Eternal maj' move freely in the motionless soui, and 
the life of the soul may be absorbed in the law of 
God.’ Even this language sounds to our ears some- 
what extravagant and unreal. Nor would Dr. Tholuck 
himself accept it without considerable qualification, 
as applicable •'o the Christian mystic. ‘ The Christian 
mystic,’ he sa; s (p. 24), ‘need not fear such speculations. 
^He knows no more and wants to know no more than 
what is given him by the revelation of God; all 
deductions that go beyond, are cut short by him. He 
warms himself at the one ray that has descended from 
eternity into this finiteness, unconcerned about all the 
fireworks of purely human workmanship, unconcei’ned 
also about the objection that the ray which warms 
him more than any earthly light, may itself also be 
?f the earth only. A Christian knows that to the end 
)f time there can be no philosophy which could shake 
lis faith by its syllogisms. He does not care for what 
follows from syllogisms, he simply waits for what is 
to follow on his faith, namely sight.’ 

Still, with all this determined striving after ortho- 
doxy, Dr. Tholuck admits that mystic religion is the 
richest and profoundest production of the human mind, 
the most living and the most exalted revelation of 
God from the realm of nature, nay that after what he 
calls evangelic grace, it occupies the highest and 
noblest place. 

There are Christian mystics, however, who would 
not place internal revelation, or the voice of God 
within the heart, so far below external revelation. 
To those who know the presence of God within the 
heart, this revelation is far more real than any other 
can possibly be. They hold with St. Paul (1 Cor. iii. 
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1 6 ) that ‘ man is in the full sense of the word the 
temple of God and that the spirit of God dwelleth 
within hina,’ nay they go even further and both as 
Christians and as mystics they cling to the belief that 
all men are one in the Father and the Son, as the 
Father is in the Son, and the Son in the Father. 
There is no conflict in their minds beta een Christian 
doctrine and mystic doctrine. They are one and the 
same in chai-acter, the one imparted through Christ on 
earth, the other imparted through the indwelling spirit 
of God, which again is Christ, as born within us. The 
Gospel of St. John is full of passages to which the 
Christian mystic clings, and by which he justifies his 
belief in the indwelling spirit of God, or as he also 
calls it, the birth of Christ in the human soul. 

Objections to Mystic Beligrion reconsidered. 

The dangers wiiieh have so often been pointed out 
as aiising from this mystic belief which makes God 
all in all, and therefore would render Him responsible 
for the evil also which exists in this world, or would 
altogether eliminate the distinction between evil and 
good, exist in every religion^ in every philosophy. 
They are not peculiar to this mystic religion. The 
m3 stic’s chief aim is not to account for the origin of 
evil, as no human understanding can — but to teach 
how to overcome evil by good. The dangers to morality 
are much exaggerated. It is mere pharisaism to say 
that they exist in mystic religion only. It is to falsify 
history to charge mystics with ignoring the laws of 
morality. Are those laws observed by all who are not 
mystics ? Did the majority of criminals in the world 
ever consist of mystics, of men such as St. Bernard 
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and Taulei"? Has orthodoxy always proved a shield 
against temptation and sin? A man may be lenient 
in his judgment of publicans and sinnera without 
losing his sense of right and wrong. Thei'e may 
have been cases where the liberty of the spirit has 
been used as a veil for licentiousness, though I know 
of few only ; but in that case it is clear that true 
mystic union had not been effected. When the soul 
has once reached this true union with God, nay when 
it lives in the constant presence of God, evil becomes 
almost impossible. We know that most of the evil 
deeds to which human nature is prone, are possible in 
the dark only. Before the eyes of another human 
being, more particularly of a beloved being, they be- 
come at once impossible. How much more in the real 
presence of a real and really beloved God, as felt by the 
true mystic, not merely as a phrase, but as a fact I 
We are told how the Kussian peasant covers the face 
of his Eikon with his handkerchief that it may not 
see his wickedness. The mystic feels the same ; as 
long as there is no veil between him and God, evil 
ihoughts, evil words, and evil deeds are simply im- 
possible to one -who feels the actual presence of God. 
Hof is he troubled any longer by question^ such as 
how the world was created, how evil came into the 
world. He is satisfied with the Divine Love that 
embraces his soul ; he has all that he can desire, his 
whole life is hid through Christ in God, death is 
swallowed up in victory, the mortal has become im- 
mortal, neither death, nor life, nor angels, nor princi- 
palities, nor powers, nor things present, nor things to 
come, nor height, nor depth, nor aaj other creature, is 
able to separate his soul from love (rf God. This 
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is iUiJ£0 user! by tst. Paul ; tbis is the iaBgi’hgo 

re-echoed by the noble army cf Chiistian mystics, and 
more cr less by all those who, whether in India or 
Persia or Arabia, nay in Europe also, hunger and 
thirst after God, nay who feel themselves children of 
Go^ in the very fullest and deepest sense of that 
word. 

lu has been said that the times in which we live 
are not congenial to mystic Christianity, that we want 
a stronger and sterner faith to carry us through the 
gales and the conflicting currents of the day. That 
may be so, and if the Church can supply us with 
stronger and safer vessels for our passage, let her do 
so. But let her never forget that the mediaeval 
C.hurch, though glorying in her scholastic defenders, 
though warning against the dangers of Platonic and 
mystic Christianity, though even unsainting St. 
Clement and denouncing the no less saintly Origcn^ 
never ceased to look upon men as St. Bernard (lO'IO- 
ll.‘^2), Hugo (died 1141 ), and Richard (died 1173 ) 

of St. Victor, as her brightest ornaments and her be.st 
guides. 


St. Bernard. 

While the great scholastic theologians were la^dnv 
down definitions of dogmas, most of them far beyond 
le leach of the great mass of the people, the groat 
mass of men, women, and children were attracte.l bv 
the sermons of monks and priests, who, brought up 
m the doctrines of mystic Christianity, and filled with 
lespeet lor its supposed founder, Dionysius the Areo- 
paijjto, preached the love of God, a life in and for God, 
as the only true Christian life. Christ, they held, liad 
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but rarely taugnt how to believe, but had constantly 
taught how to live. His fundamental doctrine had 
been Hjs own life, and the chief lesson of that life had 
been that Christ was the Son of God, not in a mytho- 
logical sense, but in its deepest philosophical meaning, 
namely as the thought and will of God incarnate in 
a perfect man, as the ideal of manhood realised in .all 
its fulness, as the Logos, the true Son of God. St. 
Bernard of Clairvaux also preached that a Christian 
life was the best proof of Christian faith. ‘ The reason,’ 
he writes, “■ why we should love God, is God Himself ; 
the measure of that love is that we should love Him 
beyond aU measure h’ ‘ Even mere reason,’ he continues, 
‘ obliges us to do this ; the natm'al law, implanted 
within us, calls aloud that we should love God. We 
owe all to- Bdm, whatever we are ; all goods of the 
body and the soul which we enjoy, are His work ; 
how then should we not be bound to love Him for His 
own sake? This duty applies also to Non-Christians ; 
for even the heathen, though he does not know Christ, 
kncwra at least himself, and must know therefore that 
he owes all that is within him to God. In a srill 
higher degree the Christian is bound to love God, ioii 
he enjoys not only the good things of creatipn, but of 
salvation also.’ 


Iiove of 0od. 

This love of God, St. Bernard continues, must be 
such that it does not love God for the sake of any 
rewards to be obtained for it. This would be mer- 
cenary love. Tiue love is satisfied in itself. It is 

^ ^ De dthgendo Deo, col. 1 : Cau&a diligendi Deum Bens ost, modus, 
sine modo diligeic 



490 


LECTT^E XIV 


true our love is not without its reward, it is true aJsc 
that the reward is He Himself who is loved, namely 
God, the object of our love. But to look for another 
reward beside Him, is contrary to the nature of love. 
God gives us a reward for our love, but we must not 
seek for it. Nor is this love perfect at once. It has 
to pass through several stages.. On the first stagej 
according to St. Bernard, we love ourselves for ou^ 
wwn sake. That is not yet love of God, but it is s 
preparation for it. On the second stage, we love God 
for our own sake. That is the first stage toward the 
real love of God. On the third stage, we love God for 
His own sake. We then enter into the true essence 
of the love of God. Lastly, on the fourth stage, we 
not only love God for His own sake, but we also love 
ourselves and everything else for the sake of God only. 
That is the highest perfection of the love of God. 

This highest degi’ee of love, however, is reached in 
all its fulness in the next life only. Only rarely, in a 
moment of mystic ecstasis may we rise even in this 
life to that highest stage. 

Ecstasis, accoxdiiigr to St. Bexnasa. 

St. Bernard then proceeds m his own systematic 
way to explain what this ecstasis is, and how it can 
be reached. The fundamental condition is humility, 
the only way by which we can hope to reach truth. 
There are twelve degrees of humility which St. Bernai’d 
describes. But besides humility, perfect love is re- 
quired, and then .only may we hope to enter into the 
mystic world. Hence the first st^e is coTi^ideration 
of truth, based on examination and still carried on by 
discursive thought. Then' follows contemplation of 
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truth, without discursive examination. This con- 
templation is followed at last by what St. Bernard 
calls the admiratio majestatis, the admiration of the 
majesty of truth. This requires a purged heart, free 
from vice, and delivered from sins, a heart that may 
rise on high, nay may for some moments hold the 
admiring soul in a kind of stupefaction and ecstasis 
{De grad. humU., c. 8, 22 seq.). 

It is in a state such as this that the soul will enter 
into the next life. Our will will soften and will melt 
away into the divine will, and pour itself into it. 
And here we often find St. Bernard usincf the same 
similes as to the relation of the soul to God which we 
found in the Upanishads and in the Neo-Platonists. 
a s a small drop of water, he says, when it falls into 
Intieh wine, seems to fail from itself, while it assumes 
the colour and taste of wine ; as the ignited ana 
glowing ii’on becomes as like as possible to fire, 
deprived of its own original nature ; as the air when 
permeated by the light of the sun is changed into the 
brightness of light, so that it does not seem so much 
hghted up, as to be light itself, so will it be necessar;/ 
that every human affection should in some ineffabk 
way melt away and become entirely transformed into 
the wOl of God. For otherwise, how should God be 
all in all, if something of man remained in man? 
Nay the very caution which wms used in the VedS,nta, 
is used by St. Bernard also. The soul, though lost in 
God, is not annihilated in this ecstasis. The substance, 
as St. Bernard says, will remain, only in another form, 
in another glory, in another power. To be in that 
glory iB to become God, est denari. 
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St. Bernard’s Positioii in tbe Cimrcl). and State. 

To modern ears these ideas, quite familiar in the 
Middle Ages, sound strange, some might look upon 
them as almost blasphemous. But St. Bernard was 
never considered as a blasphemer, even his orthodoxy 
was never suspected. He was the great champion of 
orthodoxy, the only man who could successfully cope 
with Abelard at the Synod of Sens (1146). 

St. Bernard’s theology and his whole life supply 
indeed the best answer to the supei'fieial objections 
that have often been raised against mystic Christianity. 
It has often been said that true Christianity does not 
teaqh that man should spend his life in ecstatic con- 
tcraplatioif of the Divine, but expects him to show 
his love of God by his active love of his neighbours 
'by an active God-fearing life. In our time particu- 
larly religious quietism, and a monastic retirement 
from the world are condemned without mercy. But 
St. Bernard has shown that the contemplative state 
of mind is by no means incompatible with love of our 
neighbours, nay with a goodly hatred of our enemies, 
and with a vigorous participation in the affairs of the 
world. This monk, we should remember, who at the 
age of twenty-three had retired from the world to 
the monastery of Cisteaux, and after three years had 
become Abbot of Clairvaux, was the same Bernard 
who fought the battle of Pope Innocent II against 
the Antipope Anaelet II, who with his own weapons 
subdued Ai’nold of Brescia, and who at last roused- 
tlie whole of Christendom, by his fiery harangues, to 
the second Crusade in 1147. This shows that l^cneath 
the stormiest surface the deepest ground of the souil 
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may remain tranquil and undisturbed. It shows, as 
even the Ved4ntists knew, that man need not go into 
the forest to be an anchorite, but that there is a forest 
in every man’s heart where he may dwell alone with 
the Alone. 

Hugo of St* Victor, Knowledge more certain tlian Faitii. 

Another charge often brought against so-called 
mystics and quietists, that they are narrow-minded 
and intolerant of intellectual freedom, is best refuted 
by the intimate Mend of St. Bernard, the famous Hugo 
of St. Victor, the founder of the Victorines. When 
defining faith in its subjective sense as the act by 
which we receive and hold truth, Hugo of St. Victor, 
like many of the schoolmen, distinguishes between 
opinion, faith, and .science, and he places faith 
above opinion, but below knowledge due to science. 
Opinion, he says, does not exclude the possibility of a 
contiadictory opposite ; faith excludes such possibility, 
but does not yet know what is believed as present, 
resting only on the authority of another through 
whose teaching what is to be believed is conveyed by 
means of hearing (^Sruti). Science on the contrary 
knows its object as actually present; the object of 
knowledge is present to the mind’s eye and is known 
owing to this presence. Knowledge by science there- 
fore represents a higher degree of certainty than faith, 
because it is more perfect to know an object in itself 
by means of its immediate presence than to arrive at 
ite knowledge by hearing the teaching of another only. 
The lowest degree of faith is that when the believer 
accepts what is to be believed from mere piety, without 
understMding by his reason that and why he should 
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believe what he has accepted. The next higher stage 
of faith is when faith is joined tcLrational insight, and 
reason approves what faith accepts as true, so that faith 
is joined with the knowledge of science. The highest 
degree is when faith, founded in a "pure heart and an 
unstained conscience, begins to taste inwardly what 
has been embraced and held in faith. Here faith is 
perfected to higher mystic contemplation. 

How many people who now kneel before the images of 
St. Bernard and Hugo of St. Victor, would be horrified 
at the doctrine that the higher faith must be founded 
on reason, and that faith has less certainty than 
the knowledge of science. 

!Cliomas Aquinas. 

Thomas Aquinas thought it necessary to guard 
against this doctrine, but he also admits that from 
a subjective point of view, faith stands -half way 
between opinion and scientific knowledge, that is to 
say, below scientific knowledge, though above mere 
opinion. He argues, however, that faith has more 
certainty than scientific knowledge, because Christian 
faith has the authority of divine revelation, and 
we believe what is revealed to us, because it has 
been revealed by God as the highest truth. (Non 
enim fides, de qua loquimur, assentit alicui, nisi quia 
a Deo est revelattim.) He does not tell us how we 
can know that it was revealed by God except by 
means of reason. Thomas Aquinas, however, though 
on this point he differs from St. Hugo, and though he 
cannot be called a mystic even in the sense in which 
St. Bernard was. nevertheless is most tolerant toward 
his mystic friends, nay on certain points the stern 
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sctiolastic is almost a mystic himself. He speaks of 
a state of blessedness produced by a "vision of the 
Divine (visio di"vinae essentiae), be only dioubts 
whether we can ever attain to a knowledge of the 
essence of the Divine in this life, and he appeals to 
Dionysius the Areopagite, who like"wi8e says that 
man can only be joined to God as to something 
altogether unknown, that is, that man in this life 
cannot gain a quidditative knowledge of Gdd, and 
hence his blessedness cannot be perfect on earth. In 
apport of this Dionysius quotes St. John (Ep. I.iii. 2): 
But we know that, when He shall appear, we shall 
be like Him ; for we shall see Him as He is.’ 

Thomas Aquinas differs on other points also from 
the mystics who believe in an ecstatic union witl 
God even in this life. According to him the highes 
end of man can only be likeness with God [Omnia 
igitufr quasi vZtimum, jinem, Deo assimi- 

lari). Only of the soul of Christ does Thomas 
Aquinas admit that it saw the Word of God by that 
vision by which the Blessed see it, so that BBs soul 
was blessed, and His body also perfect^. Likeness 
with God is to him the mmmum honvm, and it is 
the highest beatitude which man can reach. This 
highest beatitude is at the same time, as Thomas 
Aquinas tries to show, the highest perfection of 
human nature ; because what distinguishes man from 
all othe^ creatures is his inteUeet, and it follows, there- 
fore, that the highest perfection of his intellect in its 
speculative and contemplative activity is likewise his 

* Sunma, iii. 14, 1 : Anima Chrisia videbat Yerbiim Dei ^ vitaone 
qua Beati vident, et in animo Chrisia erat beats, sed in beatitadine 
animae gloiificatvir-coipns. 
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highest beatitude. (Beatitudo igitur vel felicitas in 
actu inteUectus consistit suhstantialiter etprincipcditer 
Tnagis quam in actu volnntatis (G. G. xiii. c. 26).) The 
highest object of this speculative aud contemplative 
activity of the intellect can only be God. And 
here again Thomas Aquinas shows an extraordinary 
freedom from theological prejudice. Granted, he 
says, that the highest end and the real beatitude of 
man consists in the knowledge of God, we must still 
distinguish between (1) a natural knowledge of God, 
which is common to all human beings ; (2) a demoi 
strative knowledge of God, (3) a knowledge of God by 
faith, and (4) a knowledge of God by vision (visio 
Bei per essentiam). 

If the question be asked which of these is the most 
lerfeet knowledge of God, Thomas Aquinas answers 
without the least hesitation, the last. It cannot be 
the first, because he held that a knowledge of God, as 
supplied by nature, by what we should call Natural 
Eeligion, is imperfect on account of its many errors. 
It cannot be the second, because demonstrative know- 
ledge is imperfect in being accessible to the few only 
who can follow logical demonstrations, also in being 
uncertain in its results. It cannot be the third, or 
knowledge of God by faith, which most theologians 
would consider as the safest, because it has no inter- 
nal evidence of truth, and is a matter of the will 
rather than of the intellect. But the wOl, according 
to Thomas, stands lower than the intellect. The only 
perfect knowledge of God is therefore, according to 
this highest authority of scholastic theology, the 
immediate vision of God by means of the intellect, 
and this can be given us as a supernatural gift only. 
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So lar as immediate vision is concerned, Thomas agrees 
therefore with the' mystics; he even admits, going 
in this respect beyond Dionysius, the possibility of 
a quidditative knowledge of God, only, it would seem, 
not in this life. 

And while he admits the possibility of this intel- 
lectual vision, he holds that mere loving devotion 
to God can never be the highest beatitude. His 
reasons for this are strange. We love the good, he 
says, not only when we have it, but also when we 
have it not yet, and from this love there arises 
desire, and desire is clearly incompatible with perfect 
beatitude. 

Hugo of St. Victor, on the other hand, accepted 
that vision as a simple fact. Man, he sai'l, is 
endowed with a threefold eye, the eye of the flesh, 
the eye of reason, and the eye of contemplation. 
By the eye of the flesh man sees the external world ; 
by the eye of reason he sees the spiritual or ideal 
world ; by the eye of contemplation he see.s the 
Divine within him in the soul, and above him in 
God. Passing through the stage.5 of cogitation and 
meditation, the soul arrives at last at contcm])lation, 
and derives its fullest happiness from an immediate 
intuition of the Infinite. 

Hugo saw that the inmo.st and the highest the soul 
within and God above, are identical, and that there- 
fore the pure in heart can see God. 

Hugo is rich in poetical illustration. Hr com- 
pares. for instance, thi.s spiritual process to the 
application of tire to green A\ood. It kindles -snth 
dilTiculty, ho ‘•ays ; cloud» of smokf arise at fii st, 
a flame is seen at intervals, flashing out here and 

(4) Kk 
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there; as the fire gains strength, it surrounds, it 
pierces the fuel; presently it leaps and roves in 
triumph— the nature of the wood is being transformed 
into the nature of fire. Then, the struggle over, the 
crackling ceases, the smoke is gone, there is left 
a tranquil friendly brightness, for the master-element 
has subdued all into itself. So, says Hugo, do sin 
and grace contend ;^and the smoke and trouble and 
anguish hang over the strife. But when grace grows 
stronger, and the soul’s eye clearer, and truth pervades 
and swallows up the kindling, aspiring nature, then 
comes holy calm, and love is all in all. Save God in 
the heart, nothing of self is left’^. 

* .This passage, quoted by Vaughan in his Sours mth the Mystics 
vol. i. p. 156 (3rd ed.), .seems to have suggested what Maste 
Eckhart writes, p. 481, L 19, ed. Pfeiffer. 



LECTUEE XV. 

CHRISTIAN THEOSOPHY. 

Mystic Cliristianity. 

T he stream of mystic Christianity -which we have 
watched from its distant springs flows on in an 
ever deepening and. widening channel through the whole 
of the Middle Ages. In Germany more pai-ticularly 
there came a time when what is called mystic Chiis- 
tianity forme 1 almost the only spiritual food of the 
people. Scholasticism, no doubt, held its own among 
the higher ecclesiastics, but the lower clergy and the 
laity at large, lived on the teaching which, as we 
saw, flowed originally from Dionysius, and inter- 
penetrated even the dry scholasticism of Thomas 
Aquinas (1224^-1274), of Eonaventura (1221-1274). and 
others. It then came to the surface once more in the 
laboui's of the German Mystics, and it became in their 
hands a very important moral and political power. 

Tlie German Mystics. 

I'irst of all) these German Mystics boldly adopted 
the language of the people, they spoke m the vulgar 
tongue to the vulgar people they spoke in the Ian- 

^ The earliest trace of Sermons in (iotnian is found in a list nf 
])OGks ot the tenth centarv fiom St Eiumeiani at Augsluiig, 

Kk 2 



500 


LECTURE XV. 


giiage of the heart to the heart of the people. Secondly, 
they adapted themselves in other respects also to the 
wants and to the understanding of their flocks. Their 
religion was a religion of the heart and of love 
rather than of the head and of logical deduction. It 
arose at the very time when scholastic Christianity 
had outlived itself, and when, owing to misfortunes 
of every kind, the people stood most in need of reli- 
gious support and consolation. 

Tlie rourteentli Century lu Germany. 

The fourteenth century, during which the German 
mystics were most active and most powerful, was a 
time not only of political and ecclesiastical unrest, 
but a time of intense suffering. In many respects it 
reminds us of the fifth century which gave rise to 
mystic Neo-Platonism in the Christian Church. The 
glorious period of the Hohenstaufen emperors had come 
to a miserable end. The poetical enthusiasm of the 
nation had passed away. The struggle between the 
Empire and the Pope seemed to tear up the very roots 
of religion and loyalty, and the spectacle of an ex- 
travagant, nay even an openly profligate life, led by 
many members of the higher clergy had destroyed 
neaily all reverence for the Church. Like the Church, 
the Empire also was tom to pieces ; no one knew who 
was Euipomr and who was Pope. The Interdict fell 
like a blight on the fairest portions of German iv, every 


Seimones ad popvhtm ienfomce ; cf Seyap^im, 1841 p 201 

An edict of Cliaikm*i4no, in winch he commands theBibhops to 
pleach m the language undei&tood by the people, goes hack to fhe 

icpoated m 547 at the Synod of Mayeiice under 
Rhabanus Maiiius. 
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kind ot estilence broke out, ending at last in the 
feai ful visitation of the Black Death (1348-1349). 

Tli« Xirterdiet. 

This Interdict meant far more than we have any 
idea of. The churches were closed, no bells were 
allowed -to be rung. The priests left their parishes; 
in many places there were no clergy to baptise 
children, to perform marriages, or to bury the dead. 
In few places only some priests were brave enough 
to defy the Papal Interdict, and to remain with their 
flocks, and this they did at the peril of their body 
and their soul. The people became thoroughly scared. 
They saw the finger of God in all the punishments 
inflicted on their country, but they did not know how 
to avert His anger. Many people banded together 
and travelled from village to village, singing psalms 
and scourging themselves in public in the most hor- 
rible manner. Others gave themselves up to drink 
and every kind of indulgence. But many retired 
from the world altogether, and devoted their lives 
to contemplation, looking forward to the speedy 
approach of the end of the world. 

amd the Priesthood. 

It was during those times of outward trouble and 
inward despair that some of those who are generally 
called the German Mystics, chiefly Dominican and 
Franciscan monks, devoted themselves to the Service 
of the people. They felt that not even the Papal Inter- 
dict could absolve them from the duty which they 
owed to God and to their flocks. They pi'eached 
iwherever they could find a congregation, in the streets, 
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in the meadows, wherever two or three were gathered 
together, and what they preached was the simple 
Gospel, interpreted in its true or, as it was called, its 
mystic meaning. The monastic orders of the .Fran- 
ciscans and Dominicans were most active at the time, 
and sent out travelling preachers all over the country. 
Their sermons were meant for the hour, and in few 
cases. only have they been preserved in Latin or in 
German. Such were the sermons of David of Augs- 
burg (died 1271) and Berchtold of Regensburg (died 
1272). The effect of their preaching must have been 
very powerful. We have descriptions of large gathei- 
ings which took place wherever they ' came. The 
churches were not large enough to hold the multi- 
tudes, and the sermons had often to be delivered 
outside the walls of the towns. We hear of meetings 
of 40,000, 100,000, nay, of 200,000 people, though we 
ought to remember how easily such numbers are exag- 
gerated by friendly reporters. The effect of these 
sermons seems to have been instantaneous. Thus we 
are told that a nobleman who had appropriated a 
castle and lands belonging to the cloister of Pfaefers, 
at once restored them after hearing Berchtold’s sermon. 
When taken captive Berehtuld preached to his captor, 
and not only converted his household, but persuaded 
him to join his order. He was even believed to possess 
the power of working miiacles and of prophesying. 
One year befo*.- his own death and while he was 
preaching at Ratisbon, he suddenly had a vision of 
his friend and teacher, David of Augsburg, and he 
prophesied his death, which, we are told, had taken 
place at that very moment. A woman while Usteninsr 
to nis sermon fell on her knees and confessed her sins 
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before the whole congregation. Berchtold accepted 
her confession and asked who would marry the woman, 
pi’omising to give her a dowry. A man came forward, 
and Berchtold ajt once collected among the people the 
exact sum which he had promised for her dowry. We 
know, of course, how easily such rumours spring up, 
and how rapidly they grow. Still we may accept all 
these legends as symptoms of the feverish movement 
which these popular preachers were then producing all 
over Germany. No wonder that these German mystics 
tnd the Friends of God, as they were called, were dis- 
liked by the regular clergy. Even when they belonged 
to such orthodox orders as the Dominicans and Francis- 
cans they were occasionally carried away into saying 
things which were not approved of by the higher clergy. 
They naturally sided with the people in their protests 
against the social sinsi of the higher classes. The 
luxurious life of the clergy, particularly if of foreign 
nationality, began to stir up a national antagonism 
against Eome. ' Nor was this unfriendly feeling against 
Kome the only heresy of which the German people 
and the German mystic preachers were suspected. 
They were suspected of an inclination towards Wal- 
densian, Albigensian, and in general towards what 
were then called Pantheistic heresies. There is no 
doubt that the influence of the Waldensians extended 
to Germany, and that some of them had been active 
in spreading a knowledge of the Bible among the 
people in Germany by means of vernacular transla- 
tions. We read in an account of the Synod of 
Trier, a.d. 1231, that many of the people were found 
to be instructed in the sacred writings which they pos- 
sessed in German translations (Multi eoruio iustructi 
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efant inSenpturis sanctisquashabebant intheutonicum 
translatas). Complaint is made that even little girls 
were taught the Gospels and Epistles, and that people' 
learnt passages of the Bible by heart iii the vulgar 
tongue (Puellas paivulas docent evangelia et epistolas 
— dociles inter aliquos complices et facundos docent 
verba evangelii et dicta apostolorum et sanctorum 
aliorum in vulgari lingua corde finnare)^. The Albi- 
genses seem to have adopted the name of Kathari, 
the pure, possibly in recollection of the Katharsis 
which was a preliminary to the Henosis. This name of 
Kathari became in German KeUer, with the sense of 
heretic. The inquisition for heresy was very active, but 
unable to quell the religious movement in Germany. 
The very orders, Dominicans and Franciscans, which 
were meant to counteract it, were not altogether safe 
against heretical infection. Among the earliest Domi- 
nicans who were celebrated as popular- preachers, that 
is to say, who were able to preach in German, we find 
the name of the notorious inquisitor Konrad of Mar- 
burg, who was slain by the people in 1234 for his 
cruelties The mystic sermons of Albertus Magnus 
were written in Latin and afterwards translated into 
German. The people naturally sided with those who 
sided with them. To them what is called mystic 
Christianity was the only Christianity they under- 
stood and cared for. They had at that time very little 
to occupy their thoughts, and their longing for religious 
comfort became all the stronger the less there was to 
distract their thoughts or to satisfy their ambition in 
the political events of the times. 

' w»s;)iernagel tind 'Weinhold, Altdeutsche Predigten, p. 8i7. 
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Homliiiciiwig and gifanciitoftna. 

It may truly be said that the great bulk of ihe 
German people were then, for the first time brought into 
living cmitact with their religion by these Dominican 
and Frandscan friars. However much we may admlbre 
the learning and the Icgical subtlety of the school- 
men, it is easy to see that the questions which they 
discussed were not questions that could possibly 
influence the religious thoughts or conduct of the 
masses. It had long been felt that something else 
and something more was wanted, and this something 
else and something more seemed best to be supplied 
by what was called mystic Christianity, by what 
Dionysius had called the StvMa Sapimtia eaecedem 
lavdantes^, ‘the simple-minded Wisdom exceeding all 
praise.’ 

This simple religion was supposed to spring from 
the love which God Himself has poured into the 
human soul, while the human soul in loving God 
does but return the love of God. This religion does 
not require much learning, it is meant for the poor 
and pure in spirit. It was meant to lead man from 
the stormy sea of his desires and passions to the 
safe haven of the eternal, to remain there firmly 
anchored in the love of God, while it was admitted 
that the scholastic or as it was called the literary 
religion could give no rest, but could only produce, 
a never-ceasing appetite for truth and for victory. 

There was, however, no necessity for separating 
learning from mystic religion, as we see in the 
ease of St. Augustine, in Bonaventura, St. Bernard. 

' 5t6ckl, Geschtchte der PhUosophie des Miitelalkrs, toI. i, p. 1030, 
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and once more in Master Eckhai't and many of the 
German mystics. These men had two faces, one for 
the doctors of divinity, their learned rivals, the 
other for the men, women, and children, who came to 
hear such sermons as Master Eckhart could preach, 
whether in Latin or in the vulgar .tongue. At first, 
these popular preachers were not learned theolo- 
gians, but simply eloquent preachers, who travelled 
from village to village, and tried to appeal to the 
conscience of the peasants, to men and women, in 
Iheir native tongue. But they prepared the way 
for the German mystics of the next generation, who 
were no longer mere kind-hearted travelling friars, 
but learned men, doctors of theology, and some of 
them even high dignitaries of the Church, The best- 
^nown names among these are Master Eckhart, 
Tauler, Suso, Ruysbrook, Gerson, and Cardinal 
Cusanus. 


ScUart and TanXer. 

Every one of these men deserves a study by him- 
self. The best-known and most attractive is no 
doubt Tauler. His sermons have been frequently 
I published ; they were translated into Latin, into 
modern German, some also into English, They are 
still read in Germany as useful for instruction and 
edification, and they have escaped the suspicion of 
heresy which has so often been raised, and, it may be, 
not without some reason, against Master Eckhart. 
Still Master Eckhart is a much more powerful, and 
more original thinker, and whatever there is of real 
philosophy in Tauler seems borrowed from him. In 
Eckhaii’s German writings, which were edited for 
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tlxe first time by Pfeiffer (1857), mystic Christianity, 
or as it might more truly be called, the Christianity 
as conceived by St. John, finds its highest expression. 
It is diftictrlt to say ■whether he is more of a scholastic 
philosopher or of a inystic theologian. The unhofy 
divorce between religion and . philosophy did not 
exist for him. A hundred years later so holy and 
orthodox a writer as Gerson had to warn the clergy 
that if they. separated religion from philosophy, they 
would destroy both^. Master Eckhart, though he 
constantly refers to and relies on the Bible, never 
appeals simply to its authority in order to establish 
the truth of his teaching. His teaching agrees with 
the teaching of St. John and of St. Paul, but it was 
meant to convince by itself. He thought he could 
show that Christianity, if only rightly undemtodd 
could satisfy all the wants both of the human heart 
and of human reason. Every doctrine of the New 
Testament is accepted by him, but it is thought 
through by himself, and only after it has passed 
through the fire of his own mind, is it preached 
by him as eternal truth. He quotes the pagan 
masters as well as the Fathers of the Church, and 
he sometimes appeals to the former as possessing 
a truer insight into certain mysteries than even 
Christian teachers. 

He is most emphatic in the assertion of truth. ‘ I 
speak to you,’ he says, ‘ in the name of eternal truth.’ 
‘It is as true as that God liveth.’ ‘ Bi gote, bi gote,’ 
‘By God, by God,’ occurs so often that one feels 
almost inclined to accept the derivation of ‘bigot’ 

‘ Bum a religione secernere putant philosopliiam, utrumqii© 
perdunt. Gerson, Serm. I. 
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as having meant originally a man who on every 
occasion appeals to God, then a hypocrite, then a 
fanatic. Eckhart’s attitude, however, is not that 
of many less straightforward Christian philosophers 
who try to force their philosophy into harmony with 
the Bible. It is rather that of an independent 
thinker, who rejoices whenever he finds the results 
of his own speculations anticipated by, and as it 
were hidden, in the Bible. Nor does he ever, so 
far as I remember, appeal to miracles in support of 
the truth of Christianity or of the true divinity of 
Christ. When he touches on miracles, he generally 
sees an allegory in them, and he treats them much 
as the Stoics treated Homer or as Philo treated the 
Old Testament. Otherwise, miracles had no interest 
for him. In a world in which, as he firmly believed, 
aot one sparrow could fall on the ground without 
your Father (Matt. x. 29), where was there room for 
a miracle? No doubt, and he often says so him- 
self, his interpretation of the Bible was not always 
in accordance with that of the great doctors of, the 
Church. Some of his speculations are so bold that 
one does not wonder at his having incurred the 
suspicion of heresy. Even in our more enlightenett 
days some of his theories about the Godhead would 
no doubt sound very startling. He sometimes seems 
bent on startling his congregation, as when he says, 
‘ He who says that God is good, offends Him as much 
as if he were to say that white is black.’ And yet he 
always remained a most obedient son of the Church, 
only in his own way. Like other independent thinkers 
of that time, he always declared himself ready to 
revoke at once anything and everything heretical 
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in his wiitings, but he called on his adversaries to 
prove first of all that it was heretical. The result 
was that though he was accused of heresy by the 
Archbishop of Cologne in 1326, nothing very serious 
happened to him during his lifetime. But after his 
death, out of twenty-eight statements of his which 
had been selected as heretical for Papal condemnation, 
the first fifteen and the two last were actually con- 
demned, while the remaining eleven were declared 
to be suspicious. It was then too late for Master 
Eckhart to prove that they were not heretical. 

Eckhart was evidently a learned theologian, and 
his detractors were afraid of him. He i knew his 
Plato and his Aristotle. How he admired Plato is 
best shown by his calling him Ber grdse Pfaffe, the 
great priest (p. 261, 1. 21). Aidstotle is to him simply 
the Master. He had studied Proclus, or Proculus, 
as he calls him, and he often refers to Cicero, Seneca, 
and even to the Arabic philosopher, Avicenna. He 
frequently appeals to St. Chrysostom, Diony.sius, St. 
Augustine, and other Fathers of the Church, and has 
evidently studied Thomas Aquinas, who may almost 
bo called his contemporary. He had received in 
fact a thorough scholastic training and was a match 
for the best among the advocates of the Chui-ch. 
Eckhart had studied and afterwards taught at the 
Univei.sity of Paris, and had received his Degiee of 
Doctor of Divinity from Pope Boniface VIII. In. 
1301 he became the Piovincial of the Older of the 
Dominicans in Saxony, though his residence remained 

^ How Buicii EcUiart owed to Ins scliolastu iidinuig has been 
well brought out by H Denifie m lu^ loaiiUMl 
hd\ch(nfs Lafoiu^tke b(h)(ff<n niiJ die Gyvndiuuf hnuut^if ^iinn Ldirt, ini 
Liitcmtui ti n< I Ktukutijt.i>ihichti,j vol, 11. o, 
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at Cologne. He was also appointed Vicaor-General 
of Bohemia, and travelled much in Germany, visiting 
the monasteries of his order and trying to reform 
them. But he always returned to the Rhine, and he 
died at Cologne, probably in the year 1337. 

Eckhart has been very differently judged by differ- 
ent people. By those who could not understand him, 
he has been called a dreamer and almost a madman ; 
by others who were his intellectual peers, he has 
been called the wisest Doctor, the friend of God, the 
best interpreter of the thoughts of Christ, of St. John 
and St. Paul, the forerunner of the Refonnation. 
He was a vir sanetus, even according to the testi- 
mony of his bitterest enemies. Many people think 
they have disposed of him by calling him a mystic 
He was a mystic in the sense in which St. John was, 
to mention no greater name. Luther, the German 
Reformer, was not a mah given to dreams or senti- 
mentalism No one would call him a mystic, in 
the vulgar sense of the word. But he was a great 
admirer of Eckhart, if we may take him to have 
been the author of the Tkeologia Germanica I con- 
fess I doubt his authorship, but the book is certainly 
pervaded by his spirit, particularly as regards the 
practical life of a true Christian k This is what 
Luther writes of the book : ‘ From no book, except 
the Bible, and the works of St. Augustine, have I 
learnt more what God, what Christ, what man and 
other things are, than from this {Luther's Werhe, 
1883, vol. i. p. 378). A very different thinker, but 

^ It has been translated into English by Hiss Winkworth, and 
was much piized by my departed li lends, Frederick Maurice, 
Gbaiies Kingble>, and Baion Bunsen 
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likewise no dreamer or sentimentalist, Sekopenhaue'n 
says of Eckhart that his teaching stands to the New 
Testament as essence of wine to wine. 

Henry More, the Cambridge Platonist, ajiother 
ardent admirer of the Tkeologia Germanica, speaks 
of it as ‘ that golden little book.’ 


EoUiart’s Xystlcism. 

It is a great mistake to suppose that Eckhart’s 
so-called mysticism was a matter of vague sentiment. 
On the contrary, it was built up on the solid basis of 
scholastic philosophy, and it defied in tuni the on- 
slaughts of the most ingenious scholastic disputants. 
Hov thoroughly his mind was steeped in scholastic 
phiJ( jophy, has lately been proved in some learned 
papers by Dr. Denifld. I admit his writings are 
not always easy. First of all, they are written in 
Middle High German, a language which is separated 
by only about a century from the German of the 
Nibelunge. And his language is so entirely his own 
that it is sometimes very difficult to catch his exact 
meaning, still more to convey it in English. It is 
the same as in the Upanishads. The words them- 
selves are easy enough, but their drift is often very 
hard to follow. 

It seems to me that a study of the Upanishads is 
often the very best preparation for a proper under- 
standing of Eckhart’s Tracts and Sermons. The 
intellectual atmosphere is just the same, and he who 
has learnt to breathe in the one, will soon feel at home 
in the other. 

I regret that it would be quite impossible to give 
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you even the shortest abstract of the whole of Eckhart’s 
psychological and metaphysical system. It deserves 
to be studied for its own sake, quite as much as the 
metaphysical systems of Aristotle or Descartes, and it 
would well repay the labours of some future Gifford 
Lecturer to bring together all the wealth of thought 
that lies scattered about in Eckhart’s writings. I can 
here touch on a few points only, such as bear on our 
own special subject, the nature of God and of the 
Soul, and the relation between the two. 

ZeUuuef ■ IMbiitbm of tbo Soitf 

Eckhart defines the Godhead as simple esse, as actus 
purus. This is purely scholastic, and even Thomas 
Aquinas himself would probably not have objected to 
Eckhart’s repeated statement that JSsse est Devs. 
According to him there is and can be nothing higher 
than to be^. He naturally appeals to the Old Testament 
in order to show that I am is the only possible name of 
Deity. In this he does not differ much from St. Thomas 
Aquinas and other scholastic philosophers. St. Thomas 
says : Ipsum esse est perfectissimum omnium, compara- 
tur enim ad omnia ut actus . . . unde ipsum esse est 
actualitas omnium rerum et etiam ipsai’um formarum^. 
Being without qualities God is to us unknowable and 
incomprehensible, hidden and dark, till the Godhead 
is lighted up by its own light, the light of self-know- 
ledge, by which it becomes subjective and objective, 
Thinker and Thought, or, as the Christian mystics 
express it, Father and Son. The bond between the 

^ Cf. Deiiifle, 1 e , p 4J<>. 

^ See Deinfle, Mnbfn E^kehnrf^i LahiniscJu Hchrifte}} p. 436/ 
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tv.'c IS the Holy Ghost. Thus the Godhead, the 
Divine Essence or Onsia, becomes God in thi-ee Per- 
sons. In thinking Himself, the Father thinks every- 
thing that is Tvithin Him, that is, the ideas, the logoi 
of the unseen world. Here Master Eckhaxi; stands 
completely on the old Platonic and Stoic platform. 
He is convinced that there is thought and reason in 
the world, and he concludes in consequence that the 
world of thought, the koVjuos hojjtos, can only be the 
thought of God. Granted this, and evei'ything else 
follows. ‘The eternal Thought or the Word of the 
Father, is the only begotten Son, and,’ he adds, ‘ he is 
ur Lord Jesus Christ^.’ 

We see here how Eckhai*t uses the old Alexandrian 
language, and conceives the eternal ideas not only as 
many, but also as one, as the Logos, in which aU 
iiings, as conceived by the Father, are one before 
they become many in the phenomenal world. But 
Master Eckhart is very anxious to show that though 
all things are dynamically in God, God is not actually 
in all things. Like the Ved^ntist, ho speaks of God 
as the universal Cause, and yet claims for Him 
an extra-mundane existence. ‘ God,’ he writes, ‘ is 
outsiile all nature, He is not Himself Nature, Ho is 
above it®.’ 

* Baz sol Bftaa s-M verst^n, Daz ^wige wort ist daz wort des 
vator und ist sin emborn snn, miser herre Jfiaus KristiZ's. 
Eokhart, ed. Pfeiffer, p 1. 25. 

^ Baz got etwaz ist, daz w>n nOt uber wesen sin muoz, Was 
wesen biit, zit oder siiit, das liSret ze gota niht, er ist uber daz 
selbe ; daz er ist in aller creaturen, daz ist er doch dar uber ; %va3 
da in vil dingen ein ist, daz muoz von n6t uber diu dine ‘'in. 
Pfeiffer, L c., p- 268, 1. 10. See also Eekhart’s Latin version Bens 
sietotus est in quolibet, quod totus est extra quodiibet, et piopter 
hoc ea quae sunt cujuslibet, ipsi non conveniunt, puta vanari, 
Nenesoei*e aut corrumpi, . . Hinc est quod anima non variatui nec 
^4) ^ LI 
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And yet Master Eckhart is called a panther"^ 
men who hardly seem to know the meaning of paii - 
theism or of Christianity. And when he further on 
ventures to say, that the worlds, both the ideal and 
the phenomenal, were thought and created by God on 
account of His divine love, and therefore by necessity, 
and from all eternity, this again is branded as 
heresy, as if there could be any variance in the Divine 
Counsel, nay, as if there could be in God any difference 
between what we call necessity and liberty \ If human 
language can reach at all to these dizzy heights of 
speculation, nothing seems more in accordance with 
Christian doctrine than to say what Eckhart says 
‘ God is always working, and BKs working is to bege 
His Son.' 

Creation is Bmanation* 

What is generally called Creation is conceived bjv 
Eckhart as Emanation. On this point be is at one 
with Thomas Aquinas and many of the most orthodox 
theologians. T do not appeal to Dionysius or Scofcus 
Ei-igena, for their orthodoxy has often been questioned. 
But Thomas Aquinas, in his Summa, p. 1, qu. 19, a. 4, 
without any hesitation explains creation as eraanatio 
totius entis ab uno, emanation of all that is from Oue. 
Nay. he*goe8 further, and jcaiatains that God is in all 
things, potentially, essentially, and present : per poten- 
tiam, esscAtiam et praesentiam ; per eeseutiam, nam 
omne ens est partieipatio divini esse ; per potentiam, 

senescit nee desinit extractc oeulo ant pede, qnia ipaa se tota est 
extra ocnliim et pedem, in marAi rota et in qnalibet parte alia tota* 
DenilifS, L c , p. 430. FfeifPer, h e., p. 012^ 1. 28. 

^ The condemned sentence wa^ ciio Benf? fuitj tam cito 

mnndum creavit. Concedi ergo potest quod mnndiis ab aeterno 
fuent. 
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in quantum omnia in virtute ejus agunt; per prae- 
sentiam, in quantum ipse omnia immediate ordinat et 
disponit^. Such, ideas would be stigmatised as pan- 
theistic by many living theologians, and so would 
consequently many passages even from the New Testa- 
ment, where God is represented as the All in All. But 
Eckhart argued quite consistently that unless the 
soul of man is accepted as an efflux from God, there 
can be no reflux of the soul to God, and this according 
to Eckhart is the vital point of true Chi-istianity. A 
clock cannot return to the clockmaker, but a drop of 
rain can return to the ocean from whence it was lifted, 
and a ray of light is always light. 

‘ All creatures,’ he writes, ‘ are in God as uncreated, 
but not by themselves.’ This would seem to mean 
that the ideas of all things were in God, before the 
things themselves were created or Were made mani- 
fest. ‘ All creatures,’ he continues, ‘ ai'e more noble 
in God than they are by themselves. God is there- 
fore by no means confounded with tbe world, as 
He has been by Amalrich and by all pantheists. The 
world is not God, nor God the world. The beinj? 
of the world is from God, but it is different from the 
being of God.’ Eckhart really admits two processes, 
one the eternal creation in God, the other the creation 
in time and space. This latter creation differs, as he 
says, from the former, as a work of art differs from 
the idea of it in the mind of the artist. 

KtimaiL Soxil. 

Eckhart looks upon the human soul as upon every- 
thing else, as thoughts spoken by God through 
creation. But though the soul and all the powers of 

^ StocLl, Qesch dei Fkdus. des MtHdalit} %yo\. ii p 519. 

Li 2 
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the soul, such as perception, memory, understanding 
and will, are created, he holds that there is something 
in the soul uncreated, something divine, nay the God- 
head itself. This was again one of the theses which 
were declared heretical after his death'. 

In the same way then as the Godhead or the Divine 
Ground is without any knowahle qualities and cannot 
be known except as being, the Divine Element in the 
soul also is without qualities and cannot be known 
except as being. This Divine Spark, though it may 
be covered and hidden for a time by ignorance, passion, 
or sin, is imperishable. It gives us being, oneness, 
personality, and subjectivity, and being subjective, 
like God, it can only be a knower, it can never be 
known, as anything else is known objectively. 

It is through this Divine element in the human soul 
that we are and become one with God. Man cannot 
know God objectively, but in what Eckhart calls 
mystic contemplation, he can feel his oneness with 
the Divine. Thus Eckhart writes : ‘ What is seen with 
the eye wherewith I see God, that is the same eye 
wherewith God sees me. My eye and God’s eye are 
one eye and one vision, one knowing, and one loving. 
It is the same to know God and to be known by God, 
to see I God and to be seen by God. And as the air 
illumined is nothing but that it illumines, for it 
illumines because it is illumined, in the same manner 
we know because we are known and that He makes 
us to know Him^.’ This knowing and to be known 
is what Eckhart calls the Birth of the Son in the soul. 

^ AFqiiid in aniBia quod est increatum et increabile ; si tota 
aniiDfi e««?et tails, asset increata et increabilis, et hoc est intellectui^. 

^ Pfeiffer, 1.C, p 38, 1. 10. 
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*If His knowing is mine, and His substance. His very 
nature and essence, is knowing, it follows that His 
essence and substance and nature are mine. And if 
His nature and essence and substance are mine, I am 
the sen of God.’ ‘ Behold,’ he exclaims, ‘ what manner 
of love the Father has bestowed upon us that we should 
be caUed the sons of God ’ — and be the sons of God. 

This second birth and this being born as the son of 
Rod is with Eckhart synonymous with the Son of God 
being born in the souL He admite no difference be- 
tween man, when bom again, and the Son of God, at 
least no more than there is between God the Father 
and God the Son. Man becomes by grace what Christ 
is by nature, and only if bom again as the son of God 
can men receive the Holy Ghost. 

What Eckhart calls the Divine Ground in the boul 
and in the Godhead may be, I think, justly compared 
with the neutral Brahman of the Upanishads, as dis- 
covered in the world and in the soul. And as in the 
Upanishads the masculine Brahman is distinguished, 
though not separated, from the neutral Brahman, so, 
according to Eckhart, the three Persons may be distin- 
guished from the Divine Ground, though they cannot 
be.separated from it. 

All this sounds very bold, but if we translate it into 
ordinary language it does not seem to mean more 
than that the three Divine Persons share this under- 
lying Godhead as their common essence or Ousia, that 
^ey are in fact homoousioi, which is the orthodox 
doctrine for which Eckhai-t, like St. Clement, tries to 
supply an honest philosophical explanation. 

If we want to understand Eckhart, we must never 
forget that, like Dionysius, he is completely under the 
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sway of Neo-Platonist, in one sense even of Platonist 
pliilosophy. When we say that God created the 
world, Eckhart would say that the Father spoke the 
Word, the Logos, or that Ke begat the Son. Both 
expressions mean exactly the same with him. 

All these are really echoes of very ancient thought. 
We must remember that the ideas, according to Plato, 
constituted the eternal or changeless world, of which 
the phenomenal world is but a shadow. With Plato, 
the ideas or the dZri alone can be said to be real, and 
they alone can form the subject of true knowledge. 
Much as the Stoics protested against the independent 
existence of these ideas, the Neo-Platonists took them 
up again, and some of the Fathers of the Church 
represented them as the pure forms or the perfect 
types according to which the world was created, and 
all things in it. It was here that the ancient philo- 
sophers discovered what we call the Origin of Species. 
We saw how the whole of this ideal creation, or rather 
manifestation, was also spoken of as the Logos or the 
manifested Word of God by which He created the 
world, and this Logos again was represented, as we 
saw, long before the rise of Christianity, as the qff- 
spiing or the only begotten Son of God. Eckhart, 
like some of the earliest Fathers of the Church, started 
with the concept of the Logos or the Word as the Son 
of God, the, other God (beiiTepos deos), and he predicated 
this Logos of Christ who was to him the human reali- 
sation of the ideal Son of God, of Divine Eeason and 
Divine-Tiave. . 
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Xbe acessiaii an& the Ijsgros. 

What the Jews did with the name of the Messiah, 
the Greeks had to do with the name of the Logos. 
The idea of the Messiah was there for ages, and though 
it must have required an immense effort, the Jews who 
embraced Christianity brought themselves to say that 
this ideal Messiah, this Son of David, this King of Glory 
was Jesus, the Crucified. In the same menner and with 
the same effort, and, as I believe, with the same hi.nesty, 
the Greek philosophers, who embraced Christianity, 
had to bring themselves to say that this Logos, this 
Thought of God, this Son of God, this Moncgenes or 
Only begotten, known to Plato as well as to Philo, 
ippeared in Jesus of Nazareth, and that in Him alone 
the divine idea of manhood had ever been fuUy reahsed. 
Hence Christ was often called the First Man, not 
Adam. The Greek converts who became the real 
conquerors of the Greek world, raised their Logos 
to a much higher meaning than it had in the minds 
of the Stoics, just as the Jewish converts impai-ted to 
the name of Messiah a much more sublime import 
than what it had in the minds of the Scribes and 
Pharisees. Yet the best among these Greek converts, 
in joining the Christian Church, never forswore their 
philosophical convictions, least of all did they commit 
themselves to the legendary traditions which from 
very early times had gathered round the cradle of the 
Son of Joseph and Mary. To the real believer in 
Christ as the Word and the Son of God these trtdi- 
tions seemed hardly to exist; they were neitiber ue-iied 
nor affirmed. It is in the same spirit that blaster 
Eckhart conceives the true meaning of the Son of God 
as the Word, and of God the Father as the speaker 
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and thinker and worker of the Word, freely using 
these Galilean legends as beautiful allegories, but never 
appealing to them as proofs of the truth of Christ’s 
teaching. Eckhart, to quote his ipdsswia verba, repre- 
sents the Father as speaking His word into the soul, 
and when the Son is bom, every soul becomes Maria. 
He -expresses the same thought by saying that the 
Divine Ground, that is the Godhead, admits of no 
distinction or predicate. It is oneness, darkness, but 
the light of the Father pierces into that darkness, 
and the Father, knowing His own essence, begets in 
the knowledge of Himself, the Son, And in the, love 
which the Father has for the Son, the Father with 
the Son breathes the Spirit. By this process the 
eternal dark ground becomes lighted up, the Godhead 
becomes God, and God in three Persons. When the 
Father by thus knowing Himself, speaks the eternal 
Word, or what is the same, begets His Son, He speaks 
in that Word all things. His divine Word is the one 
idea of all things (that is the Logos), and this eternal 
Word of the Father is His only Son, and the Lord 
Jesus Christ in* whom He has spoken all creatures 
without beginning*and without end. And this speak- 
ing does not take place once only. According to 
Eckhart ‘God is always working^, in a now, in 
an eternity, and His working is begetting His Son. In 
this birth all things have flown out, and such delight 
has God in this birth, that He spends all His powei 
in it. God begets Himself altogether in His Son, he 
speaks all things in Him.’ Though such language 
may sound strange to us, and though it has been con- 
demned by those who did not know its purport, as 
* Pfeiffer, 1, o.| p. 254. 
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fanciful, if not as heretical, we should remember that 
St. Augustine also uses exactly the same language : 
‘ The speaking of God,’ he says, ‘ is His begetting, and 
His begetting is His speaking’ (p. 100, L 27), and 
Eckhart continues (p. 100, 1. 29): ‘If God were to 
cease from this speaking of the Word, even for one 
moment, Heaven and Earth would vanish.’ 

With us, word has so completely lost its full mean- 
ing, as being the unity of thought and sound, the one 
inseparable from the other, that we cannot be reminded 
too often that in all these philosophical speculations 
Logos or Word does not mean the word as mere sound 
or as we find it in a dictionary, but word as the Kving 
embodiment, as the very incarnation of thought. 

What has seemed so strange to some modem philo\ 
sophers, namely, this inseparableness of thought and 
word, or, as I sometimes expressed it, the identity of 
reason and language, waa perfectly familiar to these 
ancient thinkers and theologians, and I am glad to see 
that my critics have ceased at last to call my Science 
of TJumght a linguistic paradox, and begin to see that 
what I contended for in that book was known long 
ago, and that no one ever doubted it. The Logos, 
the Word, as the thought of God, as the whole body 
of divine or eternal ideas, which Plato had prophe- 
sied, which Aristotle had criticised in vain, which 
the Neo-Platonists re-established, is a truth that 
forms, or ought to form, the foundation of all phi- 
losophy. And unless we have fully grasped it, as it 
was grasped by some of the greatest Fathers of the 
Church, we shall never be able to understand the 
F ourth Gospel, we shall never be able to call ourselves 
true Christians. For it is, as built upon the Logos, 
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that Christianity holds its own unique position among 
all the religions of the world. Of course, a religion is 
not ,a philosophy. It hM a different purpose,^ and it 
must speak a different language. Nothing is more 
difficult than to express the results of the deepest 
thought in language that should be intelligible to all- 
and yet not misleading. Unless a religion can do 
that, it is not a religion ; at aE events, it cannot live ; 
for every generation that is born into the world 
requires a popular, a childlike translation of the 
sublimest truths which have been discovered and 
stored up by the sages and prophets of old. If no 
(hild could grow up a Christian, unless it understood 
the true meaning of Logos, as elaborated by Platonic 
Stoic, and Neo-Platonie philosophers, and then adopted 
and adapted by the Fathers of the Church, how manj 
Christians should we have? By using the words 
Father and Son, the Fathers of the Church felt that 
they used expressions which contain nothing that is 
not true, and which admit of a satisfactory interpre- 
tation as soon as such interpretation is wanted. And 
the most satisfactory explanation, the best solution of 
all our religious difficulties seems to me here as else- 
where supplied by the historical school. Let us only 
try to discover how words and thoughts arose, how 
thoughts came to be what they are, and we shgll 
generally find that there is some reason, whether human 
or Divine, in them. 

To me, I confess, nothing seems more delightful 
than to be able to discover how by an tmbroken 
chain our thoughts and words carry us back from 
century to century, how the roots and feeders of our 
mind pierce through stratum after stratum, and still 
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draw their life and nourishment from the deepest 
foundations, :^om the hearts of the oldest thinkers of 
mankind. That is what gives us confidence in our- 
selves, and often helps to impart new life to what 
threatens to become hard and petrified, mythological 
and unmeaning, in our intellectual and, more particu- 
larly, in our religious life. To many people, I feel 
sure, the beginning of the Gospel of Si. Join, ‘ In the 
beginning was the Word,’ and again, ‘The Word was 
made flesh,’ can only he a mere tradition. But as 
soon as. we can trace hack the Word that in the 
beginning was with God, and through which (6i’ avrov) 
all things were made, to the Monogenis, as pos- 
tulated by Plato, elaborated by the Stoics, and handed 
on by the Neo-Platonists, whether pagan, Jewish, or 
Christian, to the early Fathers of the Church, a contact 
seems established, and an electric current seems to 
run in a continuous stream from Plato to St. John, 
and from St. John to our own mind, and give light 
and life to some of the hardest and darkest sayings of 
the New Testament. Let us reverence by all means 
what is called c hi ld l i k e faith, but let us never forget 
that to think also is to worship God. 

Now let us return to Master Eckhart, and remember 
that according to him the soul is founded on the same 
Divine Ground as God, that it shares in fact in the 
same hature, that it would be nothing without it. 
Yet in its created form it is separated from God. It 
feels that separation or its own incompleteness, and 
in feeling this, it becomes religious. How is that 
yearning for completion to be satisfied % How is that 
divine home-sickness to be healed? Most mystic 
philosophers would say, by the soul being drawn near 
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to God in love, or by an approach to God, just as we 
saw in the TJpanishads the soul approaching the 
throne of Brahman, as a masculine deity. 

Xlie Approaoli to Oo<L 

Eckhart, however, like the higher Vedtotists, denies 
that there can be such an approach, or at aU events 
he considers it only a lower form of religion. Thus he 
says, p. 80 : ‘ While we axe approaching God, we never 
come to Him,* — almost the very words of the Vedanta 

Eckhart, while recognising this desire for God or 
this love of God as a preparatory step, takes a much 
higher view of the true relation between soul and 
God. That ray of the Godhead, which he calls the 
spirit of the soul and many other names, such as sparh 
(FUnklein), root, sprmg, also avvrqpyioris, in fact, the 
real Self of man, is the common ground of God and 
the soul. In it God and the soul are always on'- 
potentially, and they become one actually when the 
Son is born in the soul of man, that is when the soul 
has discovered its eternal oneness with God. In order 
that God may enter the soul, everything else must 
first be thrown out of it, -everything sinful, but also 
every kind of attachment to the things of tins world. 
Lastly, there must be a complete surrender of our own 
self. In order to live in God, man must die to him- 
self, tin his will is swallowed up in God’s will. There 
must be perfect stillness in the soul before God can 
whisper His word into it, before the light of God can 
shine in the soul and transform the soul ipto God. 

Bizta of fhe Son. 

When man has thus become the son of God, it is 
said that the Son of God is bom in him, and his soul 
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IS at rest. You will have observed in all this the 
fundamental idea of the VedS.nta, that by removal of 
nescience the individual soul recovers its true nature, 
as identical with the Divine soul; nor can it have 
escaped you on the other side how many expressions 
are used by Eckhart which are perfectly familiar to 
us from the Neo-Platonists, and from the Gospel of 
St. John, which can convey their true meaning to 
those only who know their origin and their history, 

Passagres from the Potirt3i Gospel. 

The passages on which Eckhart relies and to which 
he often appeals are: ‘He that hath seen me hath 
seen the Father ' (xiv. 9) ; ‘ I am in the Father, and the 
Father in me’ (xiv. 10); ‘No man cometh unto the 
Father, but by me ’ (xiv. 6) ; ‘ This is life eternal, that 
they might know Thee the only true God, and Jesus 
Christ, whom Thou hast sent’ (xvii. 3). And again: 
‘ And now, 0 Father, glorify Thou me with Thine own 
Sdf with the glory which I had with Thee before the 
world was ; that they all may be one, as Thou, Father, 
art in me, and I in Thee, that they also may be one in 
us ’ (xvii. 5, 21). 

These are the deepest notes that vibrate through the 
whole of Eckhart’s Christianity, and though their true 
meaning had been explained long before Eckhart’s 
time, by the great scholastic thinkers, such as Thomas 
Aquinas himself, the two St. Victors, Bonaventura, 
and others, seldom had their deepest purport been so 
powerfully brought out as by Master Eckhart, in his 
teaching of true spiritual Christianity. Dr. Denifld 
is no doubt quite right in showing how much of this 
spiritual Christianity may be found in the writings of 
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those whom it is tht. fashion to call rather 'con- 
temptuously, mere schoolmen. But he hardly does 
fulljuatice to Eckhart’s personality. Not every school- 
man was a vir sanctua, not every Dominican preacher 
was so unworldly, so full of love and compassion for 
his fellow-creatures as Eckhart was. And though his 
Latin terminology may he called more accurate and 
vigorous 'than his German utterances, there is a 
warmth and homeliness in his German sermons which, 
to my mind at least, the colder Latin seems to destroy. 
Dr. Denifld is no doubt quite right in claiming Eckhart 
as a scholastic and as a Roman Catholic, but he would 
probably all^w his heresies at least to be those of the 
German m;^tic. 

Ol^ectitons tc Xeliarioa. 

We have observed already a number of striking 
analogies between the spirit of mystic Christianity of 
the fourteenth century and that of the VedSnta- 
philosophy in India. It is curious that the attacks 
also to which both systems have been exposed, and 
the dangers which have been pointed out as inherent 
in them, are almost identical in India and in Ger- 
many. 


Excessive Ascetteism. 

It is well known that a very severe asceticism was 
strongly advocated and widely practised by the fol- 
lowers of both systems. Here again there can, of 
course, be no idea of borrowing or even of any indirect 
influence. If we can underatand that asceticism was 
natural to the believers in the Upanishads in India, 
we shall be equally able to understand the motives 
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which led Master Eekhart and his Mends to mortify 
the flesh, and to live as much as possible a life of 
solitude and retirement from the world. 

That body and soul are antagonistic can hardly he 
doubted. Plato and other Greek philosophers were 
well aware that the body may become too much 
for the soul, obscuring the rational and quickening 
the animal desires. Even when the passions of the 
flesh do not degenerate into actual excess, they are 
apt to dissipate and weaken the powers of the mind. 
Bfence we find from very early times and in almost all 
parts of the world a tendency on the part o^ profound 
inkers to subdue the flesh in order to free the spirit, 
/^or can we doubt the concurrent testimony of so 
many authorities that by abstinence from food, drink, 
and other sensual enjoyments, the energies of the 
spirit are strengthened^. This is particularly the 
case with that spiritual energy which is occupied with 
religion. Of course, like everything else, this as- 
ceticism, though excellent in itself, is liable to mis- 
chievous exaggeration, and has led in fact to terrible 
excesses. I am not inclined to doubt the testimony 
of trastworthy witnesses that by fasting and by even 
a more painful chastening of the body, the mind may 
be raised to more intense activity. Nor can I resist 
the evidence that by certain exercises, such as peculiar 
modes of regulating the breathing, keeping the body 
in certain postures, and fixing the sight on certain 
objects, a violent exaltation of our nervous system 
may be produced which quickens our imaginations, 
and enables us to see and conceive objects which are 

^ The Sanskrit term iirdlivarStas, applied to ascetics^ is Texy 
significant. 
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beyond the reach of ordinary mortals. I believe that 
the best physiologists are quite aware of all this, and 
perfectly able to account for it; and it would be 
carrying scepticism too far, were we to decline to 
accept the accounts given us by the persons themselves 
of their beatific visions, or by trustworthy witnesses. 
On the other hand, it is perfectly well known that 
when these ascetic tendencies once break out, they are 
soon by mere emulation carried to such extremes that 
they produce a diseased state both of body and of 
mind, so that we have to deal mo longer with inspired 
or ecstatic saints, but with hysterical and half-de- 
lirious patients. 

Another danger is an almost irresistible temptatiot 
to imposition and fraud on the part of religious 
ascetics Ro that it requires the most discriminating 
judgment before we are able to distinguish between 
real, though abnormal, visions, and intentional or half- 
intentional falsehood. 

The penances which Indian ascetics inflict on them- 
selves have often been described by eye-witnesses 
whose bona fides cannot be doubted, and I must say 
that the straightforwaM way in which they are 
treated in some of the ancient text-books, makes one 
feel inclined to believe almost anything that these 
ancient martyrs are said to have suffered and to have 
done, not excluding their power of levitation. But we 
also see, both in India and in Germany, a strong 
revulsion of feeling, and protests are not wanting, 
emanating from high authorities, against an excessive 
mortification of the flesh. One case is most interesting. 
We are told that Buddha, before he became Buddha, 
went through the most terrible penances, living with 
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the BiS,hmanic hermits in the forest. But after a time 
he became convinced of the uselessness, nay of the 
mischievousness of this system, and it is one of the 
characteristic features of his teaching that he declared 
these extreme self-inflicted tortures useless for the 
attainment of true knowledge, and advised a Via 
media between extreme asceticism on one tide and 
worldliness on the other, as the true way to enlighten- 
mmit and beatitude. 

Mudi the same protest was made by Eckhart 
and Tauler in faying to restrain their enthusiastic 
pupils. They both recommended a complete sur- 
render of all the goods of this world ; poverty and 
suffering were in their eyes the grea^t htip to 
a truly spiritual life ; not to be attached to this world 
was the primary condition for enabling God to appear 
again in the soul of man, or, as they expressed it, 
for facilitating the birth of the Son of God in man. 
But with all .that, they wished most strongly to see 
the love: of God -manifested in life by acts of loving- 
kindness to our fellow-creatures. They believed that 
it was quite possible to take part in the practical 
work of life, and yet to maintain a perfect tranquillity 
and stillness of the soul within. Both Eckhi^ and 
Tauler took a prominent and active share in the affairs 
of Church and State, both tried to introduce much- 
heeded reforms in the life of the clergy and the laity. 
Stillness and silence were recommended, because it is 
only when all passions are stilled and all worldly 
desires silenced that the Word of God can be heard in 
the soul. A certain discipline of the body was there- 
fore encouraged, but only a** a means toward an end. 
Extreme penances, even when they were supposed to 
(4) M ID 
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lead to beatific visions of the Godhead, were strongly 
discouraged. The original oneness of the human soul 
with God is accepted by idl German mystics as the 
fundamental article of the Christian faith, but they 
differ as to the means by which that oneness may be 
restored. The speculative school depends on know- 
ledge only. They hold that what we know ourselves 
to be, we are ipso facto, and they therefore lay the 
chief stress on the acquisition of knowledge'. The 
ascetic school depends on penances and mortifications 
by which the soul is to gain complete freedom from 
the body, till it rises in the end to a vision of God, to 
a return of the soul to God, to a reunion with God. 

‘What is penance in reality and truth?’ Tauler 
asks. ‘It is nothing,’ he answers, ‘but a real and 
true turning away from all that is not God, and a 
real and true turning towards the pure and true good, 
which is called God and is God. He who has that 
and does that, does more than penance.’ And again : 
‘ Let those who torture the poor flesh learn this. Whnt 
has the poor flesh done to thee 1 Kill sin, but do not 
kill the flesh ! ’ 

Tauler discourages even confession and other merely 
outward acts of religion. ‘It is of no use,’ he says, 
‘to run to the Father Confessor after having com- 
mitted a sin.’ Confess to God, he says, with real 
repentance. Unless you do this and flee from sin, 
even the Pope with all his Cardinals cannot absolve 
you, for the Father Confessor has no power over sin. 
Here we can clearly hear the distant rumblings of 
the Eeformation. 

But, though these excessive penances could do no 
good, they are nevertheless interesting to us as 
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showing at all events what terrible earnestness 
thei'e was among the followers of the VedSjata 
as well as among the disciples of Eckhart and 
Tanler. We read of Suso, one of the most sweet- 
winded of German mystics, that daring thirty years 
he never spoke a word during dinner. During six- 
teen years he walked about and slept in a diirt‘ 
studded with 150 sharp nails, and wore gloves with 
sharp blades inside. He slept on a wooden cross, his 
arms extended and the back pierced with thirty nails. 
His bedstead was an old ■ door, bis covering a tbin 
mat of reeds, while his cloak left the feet exposed to 
the frost. He ate but once a day, and he avoided fish 
ind eggs when fasting. He allowed himself so little 
d»''nk that his tongue became dry and hard, and he 
tried to soften it with a drop &cka the Holy Water in 
Church. His friend Tauler Wrongly disapproved of 
these violent measures, and at list Suso yielded, but 
not before he had utterly ruined his health. He 
then began to write, and nothing can be sweeter 
and more subdued, more pure and loving than his 
writings. That men in such a state should see 
visions, is not to be wondered at. They constantly 
speak of them as matters perfectly well known. 
Even Tauler, though he warns against them, does 
not doubt their possibility or reality. He relates 
some in his own sermons, but he is fully* awai*e of 
the danger of self-deceit. ‘Those who have to do 
with images and visions,’ he says \ ^are much deceived, 
for they come often from the devil, and in our time 
more than ever. For truth has been revealed and 
discovered to us in Holy Writ, and it is not necessary 

' Carl Schmidt, Johannes Tauler von Strassburg, p. 188. 
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therefore that truth rfiould be revealed to us in any 
other way; and he who takes truth elsewhere but 
from Holy Writ, is straying from the holy fidth, and 
his life is not worth much/ 

Siateosaam. 

Another even greater danger was discovered by 
the adversaries both of the Ve(M.nta and of Master 
Eckhart’s philosophy. It is not difficult to under- 
stand that human beings who had completely over- 
come their passions and who had no demres but to 
remain united with the Divine Spirit, should have 
been declared incapable of sin. In one sense they 
were. But this superiority to all temptation was, 
soon interpreted in a new sense, namely that no iln 
could really touch such beings, and that even if they 
should break any human laws, their soul would not be 
affected by it. One sees well enough what was intended, 
namely that many of the distinctions between good 
and evil were distinctions for this world only, and 
that in a higher life these distinctions would vanish. 

We read in the Brih. Up. IV. 4, 23 : * This eternal 
greatness of Brahman does not grow larger by works 
nor does it grow smaller. Let man try to find the trace 
of Brahman, for having found it, he is not sullied by 
any evil deed.’ The Bhaguvadgit^ also is full of this 
sentiment, as, for instance, V. 7 ; * He who is possessed 
of devotion, whose self is pure, who has restrained 
his self, and who has controlled his senses, and who 
identifies his self with every being, that is, who loves 
his neighbour as himself, is not tainted, though he per- 
forms acts.’ And then again : ‘The man of devotion 
who knows the truth, thinks he does nothing at all 
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when he sees, hears, touches, smells, eats, moves, sleeps, 
breathes, talks, takes, opens or elos^ the eyelids ; he 
holds that the senses only deal with the objects of the 
senses. He who, casting off all attachment, performs 
actions, dedicating them to Brahman, is not tainted 
by sin, as the lotus leaf is not soiled by water.’ 

Tauler’s utterances go often quite as far, thoagb 
he tries in other places to qualify them and to render 
them innocuous. Having obtained union with God,’ 
he says, ‘ a man is not only preserved from sin, and 
beyond the reach of temptation, but all sins which he 
has conamitted without his will, cannot pollute him ; 
on the contrary, they help him to purify himself.’ 
Hiow it is quite true that Tauler himself often in- 
veighs against those who called themselves the 
Brothers of the Free Spirit, and who maintained that 
no sin which they committed could touch them, yet 
it must be admitted that his own teaching gave a 
certain countenance to their extravagances. 

You may remember that the Vedantists too allowed 
the possibility of men even in tbis life obtaining per- 
fect freedom and union with Brahman (^ivanmukti), 
just as some of the mystics, allowed that there was a 
possibility of a really poor soul, that is a soul freed 
from all attachments, and without anything that he 
could call his own, obtaining union with God even 
while in this mortal body. Still this ecstatic state of 
union with God was looked upon as an exception, 
and lasted for short moments only, while real beati- 
tude could only begin in the next life, and after a 
complete release from the body. Hence so long as 
the soul is imprisoned in the body, its siniessnesa 
could he considered as problematical only, and both 
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in Germany and in India saintly hypocrisy had to be 
reproved and was reproved in the strongest terms. 

Want of BeTOxence fox God. 

There is one more charge that has been brought 
against all mystics, but against the mediaeval far 
more than against the Indian mystics. They were 
accused of lowering the deity by bringing it down to 
the level of humanity, and even identifying the 
human and divine natures. Here, however, we must 
hear both sides, and see that they use the same 
language and really understand what they say. No 
word has so many meanings as God. If people con- 
ceive God as a kind of Jupiter, or even as a Jehovah, 
then the idea of a Son of God can only be considered 
blasphemous, as it was by the Jews, or can only be 
rendered palatable to the human understanding in the 
form of characters such as Herakles or Dionysus 
So long as such ideas of the Godhead and its relation 
to humanity are entertained, and we know that they 
were entertained even by Christian theologians, it 
was but natural that a claim on the part of humanity 
to participate in the nature of the divine should have 
excited horror and disgust. But after the Deity had 
been freed from its mythological character, after the 
human mind, whether in India or elsewhere, had one ' 
realised the fact, that God was all in all, that there 
could be nothing beside God, that there could be one 
Infinite only, not two, the conclusion that the human 
soul also belonged to God was inevitable. It was 
for religion to define the true relation between God 
and man, and you may remember from my fli’st 
course of Lectures, how some high authorities have 
defined all religion to be the perception of tJ>is very 
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relation between God and man. Nothing can be 
said against this definition, if only we clearly see 
that this recognition of a relation between the 
Divine and the Human must be preceded by what 
I called the perception of the infinite in nature and of 
the infinite in man, and the final recognition of their 
oneness, I wish indeed that our etymological con- 
science allowed us to derive rdigio with Lactantius 
and others from religare, to re-bind or re-unite, for in 
that case religio would from the first have meant what 
16 means at last, a re-uniting of the soul with God, 
This re-union can take place in two ways only; 
either as a restoration of that original oneness 
which for a time was forgotten through darkness or 
nescience, or as an approach and surrender of the soul 
to God in love, without any attempt at explaming 
the separation of the soul from God, or its indepen- 
dent subsistence for a time, or its approach to 
and union with God, And here it seems to me lhat 
Christianity, if properly understood, has discovered 
the best possible expression. Every expression in 
luman language can of course be metaphorical only, 
and so is the expression of divine sonship, yet it 
clearly conveys what is wanted, identity of substance 
and difference of foim. The identity of substance is 
clearly expressed by St. Paul when he says (Acts xvii. 
2%) that we live and move and have our being in 
God, and it is very significant that it was exactly for 
this, the fundamental doctrine of Christianity, that 
St. Paul appealed to the testimony of non-Christian 
prophets also, for he adds, as if to mark his own deep 
regard for Natural and Universal Beligion, ‘ as ceidain 
also of your own poets have said.’ 
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The difference in form is expressed by the very 
name of Son. Though the concept of Father is 
impossible -without' that of Son, and the concept of 
Son impossible -without that of Father, yet Christ 
Himself, after saying, ‘I and My Father are one’ 
(St. John X. 30), adds (xiv, 28), ‘ My Father is greater 
than U Thus the pre-eminence of the Father is 
secured, whether we adopt the simple language of 
St. John, or the philosophical terminology of Diony- 
sius and his follo-wers. 

A much greater difficulty has been felt by somi. 
Christian theologians in fixing the oneness and yet 
difference between the Son of God and humanity at 
large. It was not thought robbery that the Son should 
be equal with the Father (Phil. iL 6), but it was thought 
robbery to make human nature equal with that of the 
Son. Many were frightened by the thought that the 
Son of God should thus be degraded to a mere man. 
Is there not a blasphemy against humanity also, and 
is it not blasphemous to speak of a mere man. What 
can be the meaning of a mere man, if we once have 
recognised the divine essence in him, if we once 
believe that unless we are of God, we aio nothing. 
If we once allow ourselves to speak of a mere man, 
othem will soon speak of a mere God. 

Surely no one was more humble than Master 
Eekhart and Tauler, no one showed more reverence 
for the Son than they who had looked so deeply into 
the true nature of ffivine sonship. But they would 
not allow the clear statements of the New Testament 
to be mrgued away by hair-splitting theologians. 
They would not accept the words of Christ except in 
their literal and natural sense? They quoted the 
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vereesj ‘Hiat they all may be one ; as Thon, Father 
art in Me, and I in Thee, that they also may be one in 
us ’ (St. John xvii. 21). And again, ‘ The glory ■which 
Thou gavest Me I have given them ; that they may be 
one, even aa we are one ’ (St. John x'vii. 22 ; see also St. 
John xiv. 2, 8). These words, they maintain, can have 
one meaning only. Nor will ■they allow any liberties to 
be taken ■vdth the dear words of St. Paul (Eom. -vlii. 
16), ‘ The Spirit itself beareth witness with our spirit, 
that we are the children of God: and if children, then 
heirs; heirs of God, and joint-heirs with Christ; if 
so be that we suffer ■with Him, that we may be also 
glorified together.’ They protest against ■wrenching 
the sayings of St. Jo^ from their natmal and 
manifest purpose, when he says : ‘ Beloved, we are the 
sons of God, and it doth not yet appear what we shall 
be : but we know that, when He shall appear, we 
shall be like Him ; for we shall see Him as He is.’ 

Many more passages to the same effect might be 
quoted and have been quoted. Every one of then 
has been deeply pondered by Eckhart and his friends 
and if it was a mere question of reverence for Christ, 
nowhere was greater reverence sho^wn to Him than in 
the preaching of these Friends of God. But if they 
had surrendered their belief in the true brotherhood 
of ’Christ and man, they would have sacrificed what 
seemed to them the very heart of Christianity, We 
may, make the fullest allowance for those who, from 
reverencg for God and for Christ and from the purest 
motives,, protest against claiming for man the full 
brotherhood of Christ. But when they say that the 
differenee'between Christ and mankind is one of kind 
and not of degree, they know not what ihey do, they 
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nullify the whole of Christ’s teaching, and they deny 
the Incarnation which they pretend to teach. Let the 
difference of degree be as large as ever it can be be- 
tween those who belong to the same kind, but to look 
for one or two passages in the New Testament which 
may possibly point to a difference in kind is surely 
useless against the overwhelming weight of the evi- 
dence that appeals to us from the very words of Christ. 
We have lately been told, for instance, that Christ 
never speaks of Our Father when including BdmseK, 
and that when He taught His disciples to pray, Oui 
Father which art in heaven. He intentionally excluded 
Himself. This might sound plausible in a court of 
law, but what is it wheln confronted with the words 
of Christ: ‘Go to my brethren, and say unto them, I 
ascend unto my Father, and your Father ; and to my 
God, and your God.’ Was tWt also meant to imply 
that His Father was not the same as their Father, and 
their God not the same as His God 1 

BtUgioUi t]ie Bridge between, tbe Finite and tbe XnfLnlte. 

It was the chief object of these four courses of Lec- 
tures to prove that the yearning for union or unity 
with God, which we saw as the highest goal in other 
^religions, finds its fullest recognition in Christianity, 
if but properly understood, that is, if but treated his- 
torically, and that it is inseparable from our belief in 
^man’s full brotherhood with Christ. However imper- 
fect the forms may be in which that human yearning 
for God has found expression in different religions, it 
has always been the deepest spring of all religion, and 
the highest summit reached by Natural Eeligion. The 
different bridges that have been thrown across the 
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golf that seems to separate earth from heaven and 
man from God, whether we call them Bifrost or 
Ehxvai or Es SirM or any other name, may be more 
or less crude and faulty, yet we may trust that many 
a faithful soul has been carried across by them to a 
better home. You may remember how in the Upani- 
shads the Self had been recognised as the true bridge, 
the best connecting link between the soul and God, 
and the same idea meets us again and again in the 
religions and philosophies of l^r times. It is quite 
true that to speak of a bridge between man and God, 
even if that bridge is called the Self, is but a meta- 
phor. But how can we speak of these things except in 
metaphors ? To return to God is a metaphor, to stand 
before the throne of God is a metaphor, to be in 
paradise with Christ is a metaphor. 

Even those who object to the metaphor of a bridge 
between earth and heaven, between man and God, 
and who consider the highest lesson of Theosophy to 
be the perception of the eternal onen^ of human and 
divine nature, must have recourse to metaphor to 
make their meaning clear. The metaphor which is 
almost universal, which we find in the Ved&nta, among 
the Sufis, among the German Mystics, nay, even as 
late as the Cambridge Platonists in the seventeentl ^ 
century, is that of the sun and .its rays. 

The sun, as they all say, is not the sun, unless il 
shines forth ; and God is not God, unless He shines 
forth, unless He manifests Himself. 

All the rays of the sun are of the sun, they can never 
be separated from it, though their oneness with the 
source of light may for a time be obscured by inter- 
vening darkness. All the rays of God, every soul, 
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/every son of God, is of God ; they cannot be sepainted 
from God, though their oneness with the Divine 
Source may for a time be obscured by selfhood, 
passion, and sin. 

Every ray is different from the other rays ; yet 
there cannot be any substantial difference between 
them. Each soul is different from the other souls ; 
yet there cannot be any substantial difference between 
them. 

As soon as the intervening darkness is removed, 
each ray is seen to be a part of the sun, and yet apart 
from it and from the other rays. As soon as the 
intervening ignorance is removed, each soul knows 
itself to be a part of God, and yet apart from God 
and from the other souls. 

No ray is lost, and though it seems to be a ray by 
itself, it remains|for ever what it has always been, not 
separated from the light, nor lost in the light, but 
ever present in the sun. No soul is lost, and though 
it seems to be a soul by itself, it remains for ever 
what it always has been, not separated from God, 
not lost in God, but ever present in God. 

And lastly, as from the sun there flows forth not 
only light, but also warmth, so from God there pro- 
ceeds not only the light of knowledge, but also the 
warmth of love, love of the Father and love of the 
Son, nay love of all the sons of the eterpal Fafher. 

But is there no diffei-ence at all between the sim 
and the rays 1 Yes, there is. The sun alone sends out 
its rays, and God alone sends oat His souls. Caiusality, 
call it creation or emanation, belongs to God alone, 
not to His rays or to His souls. 

These are world-old metaphors, yet they remain 
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®ver new and-iaiie, and we meet with them once more 
in the speculations of the Cambridge Platonista. Thus 
Henry More says : 

‘1 came from God, am. as. immortal ray 
Of God ; O joy ! and back to God shall go.’ 

Again: 

‘Hence, the soul’s satore we may plainly 8e% 

A. beam it is of sh’ Intelleetnal Sun, 

A ray indeed of that Aetemiiy ; 

But suph a ray as when it first outshone, 

From a free light its shining date begun.' 

I hope I have thus carried out the simple plan of 
my Lectures, as I laid it down from the first. My first, 
course was meant as an introduction, fixing the 
historical standpoint from which religions should "be 
studied, and giving certain definitions on which there 
ought to be no misunderstanding between teachers 
and hearers. Then taking a survey of the enormous 
mass of religious thought that lies before the eyes of 
the historian in chaotic confusion, I tried to show that 
there were in it two principal currents, one repre- 
senting the search aft^r something more than finite 
or phenomenal in nature, which I called Physical 
Religion^ the other representing the search after 
something more than finite or phenomenal in the soul 
of man, Anthropological Religion. In this my last 
course, it has been my chief endeavour to show how 
these two currents always strive to meet and do meet 
in the end in what has been called Theosophy or 
Psychological Religion, helping us to the perception 
of the essential unity of the soul with God. Both 
this striving to meet and the final union have found, 
I think, their most perfect expression in Christianity. 
The striving of the soul to meet God is expressed in 
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the Love of God, on which hang all the Laws and the 
.Prophets; the final union is expressed in our being, In 
thiO true sense of the word, the sons of God, 'Riatr 
sdnship may be obtained by different ways, by none 
ho truly as what Master Eckhart called the surrender 
of our will to the Will of God. You may remember 
how this was the very definition which your own 
revered Principal has given of the true meaning of 
religion; and if the true meaning of religion is the 
highest purpose of religion, you will see how, after 
a toilsome journey, the historian of religion arrives in 
the end at the same summit which the philosopher of ^ 
mligion has chosen from the first as his own. 

In conclusion I must once more thank the Principal 
and the Senate of this University for the honour they 
have done me in electing me twice to this important 
office of Gifford Lecturer, and for having given me an 
opportunity of putting together the last results of my 
life-long studies in the religions and philosophies of 
the world. I know full well that some of these results 
have given pain to some learned theologians. Still I 
believe it would have given them far greater pain if 
they had suspected me of any want of sincerity, 
whether in keeping back any of the facts which a 
study of the Sacred Looks of the World has brought 
to light, or in hiding the convictions to which these 
facts have irresistibly led me. 

Th«re are different ways in which we can show true 
faith Md real reverence for religion. What would 
you say, if you saw a strong and powerful oak-tree, 
jpAclosed by tiny props to keep it from falling, made 
hideous by scarecrows to drive away the birds, or 
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shielded by flimsy screens to protect it from the air as^ 
the light of heaven 1 Would you hot feel that it was 
an indignity to the giant of the forest? Would you 
not feel called upon to pull out the tiny props, and let 
the oak face the gales, and after every gade cling more 
strongly to the earth, and send its roots more defeply 
into the rock beneath ? Would you not throw away 
the scarecrows and let the birds, build their nests on 
its strong branches? Would you not feel moved to 
tear off the screens, and let the wind of heaven 
shake its branches, and the light from heaven warm 
and brighten its dark foliage? This is what I feel 
about religion, yea about the Christian religion, if but 
properly understood. It does not want these tiny 
props or those hideous scarecrows or useless apolo- 
gies. If they ever were wanted, they are not wanted 
now, whether you call »them physical ntiracles, or 
literal inspiration, or Fapal infallibility ; they are 
now ah affront, a dishonour to the majesty of truth. 
I do not believe in human infallibility, leasf of aH, 
in Papal infallibility. I do not believe in professorial 
infallibility, least of all in that of your Gifford lectureri 
We are aH fallible, and we are fallible either in our 
facts, or in the deductions which we draw from them. 
If therefore any of my learned critics will tell me which 
of my facts are wrong, or which of my conclusions 
faulty, let me assure them, that though I am now a 
very old Professor, I shall always count those amoo^ 
my best friends who will not mind the trouble of 
supplying ine with new facts, or of pointing out where 
facts have been wrongly stated by me, or who will 
corrept' any arguments that may seem to them to 
offend against the sacred laws of logic. 
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Amonreux, French, and amourou, 
Mandshu, 60. 

Amphiboly, 416 «. 

Amnta, 79. 

Anaclet II, Antipope, 492. 


An^hita, 206. 

Analogical method, vii. 

— treatment, 322 
Ananda, blessedness, 94. 
Anastasius, librarian, 466. 
Anaxagoras, 377, 380, 384, 389, 

4 io> 430 * 

Anaximander, Infinite of, 400. 
Ancient Prayers, 12, 

— books lost, 57. 

— religions and philosophies, how 

to compare, 58. 

Angel of Jehovah, 405. 

— wrestling with J acob, 405. 
Angels, qualities of Ormazd, 185. 

— of 0 . T. and the Ameshaspentas 

of the Avesta, 187. 

— Philo called the Logoi, 401, 406, 

413. 

— a Jewish conception, 405. 

— roots of the, 405. ^ 
r- of Origen, 451, 473. 

— hierarchies of, 406, 469, 473, 

478. 

— spoken of as Gods, 471. 

— St. Augustine on, 472. 

— in happiness, 475 

— modern belief in, chiefly derived 

from Dionysius, 476. 

Angr6 Mainyu or Ahriman, 45, 183, 
184, 185, 203. 

Animal bodies, human souk migrat- 
ing into, 217, 225, 231. 

moral grounds of this belief, 

217, 218, 

Animism, 152, 156. 

— not connected with Metempsy- 

chosis, 153 

Anmhilation, not known in the Rig- 
veda, 166. 
dipSparoSj 361. 

Antarydmin, 315, 

Anthropological religion, 89, 90, 106, 
160, 541. 

Anthropology, 61. 
Anthropomorphisii}, 1 5 3. 
dv&p(ufros Oeov, 41 5. 

Antioch, Synod of, 412. 

Anumana, deduction, 102, 293 
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Apa]%ita, za2. 

Apeiron, formless matter, 3o«, 400. 
Aphrodite, 63, 76. 
aTTkanns, 482. 

Apocryphal hooks of New Testa- 
^ meat, 35. 

dwotof, 437. ^ 

Apologetes, the early, xiii, 455. 
Apollo, 235. 

Apollon, 64 n, 
d 7 r 6 <rvaafJLa, 420, 423. 
diro 0 ^m<n$t 482. 

Approach to God, 524. 

Apsar^, 121, 122, 163, 199. 
Apnleius on IDaimones, 470, 
Apllrva, 306. 

Ara, lake, 121, 122, 124. 

- from ari, enemy, 142. 

Arabic, translations of Greek books 
into, 324. 

Archangels, 475. 
j,pXi€p€h, 415. 

Archimedes, 70. 

Ajeimanios, 45. 

Arif, name for Sufis, 344, 

Aristides on Jupiter, ii. 

Aristokles, 83. 

Aristokrates, son of Hipparchus, 83. 
Aristotle, 85, 102, 372, 380, 384 * 395 > 
430, 512, 521. 

— knew the word Areimanios, 45. 

— Zeus of, 395. 

the Prime Mover of, 395, 397. 

— his transcendent Godhead, 390. 
Aristoxenos, 83, 84. 

Armaiti, Aramati, 182, 186. 

Arnold of Brescia, 492. 
Artakshatar, (Ardeshlr), 40, 
Article, the, 78. 

*Arfif or Marifat, 348. 

Aryan separation, 72. 

— religion and mythology, common, 

73 - 74 - 

- nations, 74* 

- civilisation, 74. 

^ atmosphere in Indian and Gre^ 
philosophies, 77, 

— words, common, 78, *7^ 
Asar-mnla-dag, 14. 


Asat, 96. 

Ascetic school, 530. 

— praciaces, 326. 

Ascetics, Sk. name for, 527 «• 

— visions of, 528. 

— fraud among, 528. 

— Indian, 528. 

— sinlessness, 532. 

Asceticism of the Sufi% 345. 

— excessive, 526. 

— dangers 537, 534. 

Ases, the As-brfi, 169, 

Asha, i^hteousness, 44. 

— vahishta, 186. 

Asmodeus, A^hma da^va in Tobit, 
187. ^ 

— proves intercourse between Jews 
^ and Persians, 187. 

Asraya, abode of the soul, 306. 
Asti, Iw, est, ist, 78. 

AstdvidJtd, 201, 202* 

Astral body, 306. 

Asu, breath, Sk., 53, 248. 

Asura Varuna or Ahura Mazda, 49. 
Asura, and as, to be, Sanskrit, 53, 

— from asu, 181. 

— and Deva, 181. 

— bad sense of, 181. 

— highest deity in the Avesta, l8i, 
Asuras, change of meaning of, 187. 

— and Suras, 187. 

fights between, 188. 

— non-gods, 188. 

opponents of theDevas, 250, 351. 
Atar, fire, z8o. 

Athanasius on oneness with God, 

333- 

— on the Logos made man, 421* 

— a man of classical learning, 434. 

— Dionysius unknown to, 463. 
Atharva-veda, 138, 140. 

— Hell known in the, 167, 
Atharvan, 65. 

Atheism, 295, 

Athem, Odem, 249. 

Athenagoras on the Son of God, 
xiii. 

— Greek philosopher, 436, 451. 
on the Logos, 437. 
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Athemans and Atlantidae, myth of ^ 
8a. 

Atiu, cMefs ofy mouming for the 
dead, 227. 

Atman, 248, 249, 250, 257, 272. 

— and Brahman one, 94, 508* 

— the Self, 155, 249, 563, 364. 

— the true bridge 167. 

— • A.S. sedm, O. H.G. Ildmn, 249. 

— most abstract name for the divine 

in man, 249. 

— its relation to Brahman^ 262. 

— nnchanged amid the changes of 

the world, 272. 

^ Highest, 291. 

— not lost in Brahman, 310. 

— oneness with Brshman, 330. 
Att&r, 345 * 

Attic Moses, name for Plato, 342, 

, 415- 

Athrp&d, the high priest, author 
or f^her of the Dlnkanf, 40, 
41. 

Augustinus, 434. 

Ahharmasd, first thought of, 56. 
avros, 249. 

Avaiki, the spirit world, 228, 229. 
Avesta, 35, 36. 

— the small, 43. 

— and 0 , T., relation between, 47. 

— on the soul entering Paiadise, 

115 ^ 

— religion of, misrepresented, 179. 

— Veda, names shared in com- 
^m&n^by, 182, 

— duahsih of, 185. 

— immortality of the soul in the, 

190. 

— and Veda, common background 

of, 203 

Avesta-Zend, difficult, 179. 

Avestic prayer, 18. 

— language continued to be long 

understood, 47. 

— religion a mixture, 183. 

— a secondary stage from the Vedic 

religion, 189. 

— religion, ethi^ ^90. 

-Asrtcenna, 509. 


Avidya or Nescience, 292, 298, 302, 
314-316, 319, 320-331. 

— called Maya, 303. 

— j8aiikara*s view of, 318. 

— to know it is the highest wisdom, 

31a. 

BABYLONIAN prayer, 15. 

— religion, works on, 109. 

Bactria, Buddhists in, 46, 46 n. 
Bldardyana, 99, 100, loi, 116 

306. 

— early authorities quoted by, 100, 

100 n. 

— on the soul after death, 1 16, 1 1 6 ». 
Bad souls become animals, 156. 
'BayoffTom, 182. 

Balavarmaa,^ 35. 

Baptised, Ol^unicants, Monk 

477 * 

Baptism of Christ, 442, 443. 

— Eucharist, and cAirism, 477. 
Baptismal formula, 436. 

Baresman, Barsom, 240. 

Barb, root, 242. 

Barnabas, 4U4. 

Barrow on Love, 351-353. 

Basil, 434. 

Basilides, 396. 

— his non-existent God, 396. 
Bastholm, 75. 

Bastian, 75. 

Beatific visions, 527, 528. 

Beautiful, the, m the soul, 433. 

— the, the True, the Divine, 433, 
Beauty, in the Phaedrus, 343. 
Beginning, the, diffeient accounts 

of, in the Upanishads, 96. 
Behistiin, 182. , 

Behram and Behrdm Yasht, 182. 
Bellerophon, 64 n, 

Berchtold of Eegensburg, 502, 503, 

— his sermons and vision, 502. 
Beseelung, animism, 152. 

Beyond, an invisible, vii. 

— the, 168, 361. 

Bhildrapada, 145. 

Bhjum jiAlar deity, 18a. 

the, 364 . 
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B^edabheday^da and Batjabbeda- 
, vada, 275, 276. 

Bbiksbn, 325, 330. 

Bible^ J ews and Cbikiians ashamed 
of their, 375. 

«— a forbidden book, >79. 

— early German translations of, 503. 

— — learnt by heart, 504* 

Bifrost, the bridge, 168, 174, 539. 

— only three colours in, 171. 

Bi^, Dr., XV, 90 374 375 

379 n., 381 396 40a n-i 

407 436 n., 438 n., 449 

473 «• 

— on Clement’s idea of Christ, 444. 

— on Origen, 458. 

Bigot, derivation of, 507, 508. 

Birth of the Son ir. the sonl, 516, 
524. 

Bishops, Priests, and Deacons, 477. 
Black Death, 501. 

Blood, community of, 61. 
Bloomheld, 1 20 n. 

Bodh^yana, loo, loi, 313. 

“Body, the subtle and coarse, 296, 

antagonistic to the soul, 527. 

— subjection of, 527, 

Boehtlingk, 1 10, 1 15 n,,i 16 n., 1 1 7 

118 laon., 128 a. 

Bog, Slavonic God, 182, 

Bohlen, 85. 

Bonaventura, 499, 505, 525. 
Boniface, viii, 509. 

Bonn, home of Eckhart, 509. 
Book'-writing, date of, 31. 

Bopp, 73. 

Borrowing of ideas and names 

among ancient nations, 58. 
BrahmaJ 5 farya, 119, 129. 
Brahma-siltras, 98. 

world, 1 1 9, 120, 

BrahmS. the highest order of good- 
ness, 164. 

Brahman, 105-108, 155, 247, 349, 
308. 

- and Atman, one, 94. 

- the Self, 99. 

- as the True, X15, 115 n. 


Brahman, world of, 1 2 1, 1 26,1 29-1 30. 

— and the departed, dialogue be^ 

tween, 159. 

— and Ahuramaada, arnval of the 

soul before, 203. 

— neutei, name for the highest 

Godhead, 340, 241, 344, 348. 

— derivation of, 340. 

— and bnhat, 242 #* 

— means Veda, 240, 342. 

— various meaning of, 240, 341. 

— Vishnu and iSiva, 341 • 

— neut. changed to brahmin mas., 

343- 

— as word, 24a, 

— diar^e of meaning, 342. 

— and brihman, 243. 

— as neut. followed by masc. forms, 

343 - 

— caste, 247. 

— identity of the soul with, 272, 

282,. 283. 

•— and the individual soul, 275. 

— approach of the soul to, 277, 278, 

279. 

— later speculations on, 278. 

— the 279. 

— neuter, essence of all things, 279. 

— nothing besides, 280. 

' — All in All, 280. 

— being perfect the soul is so, 280. 

— masculine and neuter, 283, 330, 

517* 

— the whole world is, 286. 

— modified personal, 290, 391, 292. 

— the Highest, 290, 391, 293. 

— Shtraa on, 291, 

— > is everything, 293. 

— Indian sage asked to describe, 

393- 

— as sat, as Ht, as ^nanda, 293. 

— - always subjective, 294. 

— how men should believe in, 295. 

— the world, emanation from, 295. 

— presents Its^f as the world, ^99. 

— or the In^te, everywhere, 304. 

— we are, 394, 303. 

— and Avidvi the cause of the phe- 

nomenal world, 303. 
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Braliman, is nothing and every- 

— Eam2,nu^a^s teaching about, 31 5. 

— iS^inkara’s teacbing about, 315. 

— the Atman not lost in, 310. 

— one, 3 1 1. 

— Higher and Lower, 316, 31?. 

— IS what really exists, 317. 
Brahmawas, 156, 370. 

— do not harmonise with the Upa* 

nishads, 141. 

Br^hmanas, priests appropriating 
sacrificial property, 163. 

— transmigration of, 163. 
Brahrnanists and Buddhists, volu- 
minous literature of, 179. 

Brahmans mentioned by Eusebius, 
46 a, 

Bridge to another life, the, 167, 1774 

— Ctdled Setus in the Mab^bharata, 
^167. 

— Atman the true, 167 «. 

— among North- American Indians, 

168. 

— among the Mohammedans, 17a. 

— adopted by the Jews in Peisia, 

— among the Todas, 173. 

not known in the Talmud, 174. 

— known to peasants of Nihvre, 

175- 

— of the Avesta and of the (Jpani- 

shads, 194. 

— between earth and heaven, 209. 

— fietween God and man, 470, 539. 
Bng o’ Dread, 174. 

— not same as Biirost, 174. 

— from crusaders, 175. 
Brihad-aranyaka, 114, 117, 118,125, 

171, 277. 

Brihas-pati, Brahmanas-patijVIUras- 
pati, 243. 

Brothers of the free spirit, 533. . 
Bua tree, 229, 230. 

Buddha left no MSS,, 32. 

— silence of, on the soul after death, 

23^1, 

— the, 363. 

— opposed excesmve asceticism, 529. , 


Buddhism, no objective Deity in, 
363. 

— and Christianity, startling coin- 
cidences, 369. 

Buddhist Bhikshus, 369. 

Buddhist]^ prayer unknown to the;, 
12. 


— in Bactria, 46. 
By water, 364 n. 


CAIN, 376. 

Cambridge Platonists, 323* 539*541 • 

likeness to the TJpanishads 

and Vedantists, 321, 

Canis Major and Minor, the Doga of 
Hell, 146. 

Carpenter, J. Estlin, 35 n* 

Castes, earliest reference to the four, 
247. 

Causality, belongs to God alone, 
541 - 

Celsng, 372, 375, 409, 452, 455, 471. 

— Origen’s reply to, 456, 

— on the Logos, 438. ^ 

— on Daimones, 471. ^ 

Ceremonial, 87. ^ 

— in the Veda, 88- 

Chariot, myth of, in the Phaedruo, 
211. 

Charioteer and horses, 211, 

— in Plato, and in the Upanishads, 

211. 

Charis, wife of Hephaistos, 76, 80. 

ChaiitesssHaritas, 76, 177, 

Charlemagne, commands the Bishops 
to preach in the popular lan- 
guage, 500 n. 

Charles the Bald, 466. 

— the Great, 465. 

Charlotte Islands, Eev. 0 . Harrison 
on, 232 . 

Cherubim, PMlo on the, 377, 

— Dionysius on the, 475. 

Cheyne, Prof*, 48. 

Chief Cloud or Chief Death, 223, 324 
225. 

of Light, 333. 

Chillasts, 453. 

China, Saziskrit words in, 368. 
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Chinese prayer, ao. 

— inscription on heaven and men, 

365 w. 

Christ, as the Logos or Word, xi, 
xiii. 

— and His brethren, difference in 

kind, not degree, xiii. 

— religion of, blending the East 

and West, 416. 

— and Hia brethren, difference be- 

tween, 456. 

— divinity of, 457. 

— Dionysins* view of, 468. 

— the chief lesson of the life of, 

489. 

— called the first man, 519. 

— His birth in the soxil, 520. 

— as the Word of the Father, 

530 . 

difference between, one of kind, 

not of degree, 538. 

Chri stian theology as distirct from 
Christian religion, xni 

— and other religions, true object 

of comparing, 8. 

— advocate, 36, 

— doctiines borrowed from Greece, 

— Register, writer m, on the Infi- 

nite, 361 «. 

— doctrine, the perfebtion of Greek 

philosophy, 450. 

— expression for the re union of the 

soul with God, 535. 

— religion, needs no props or scare- 

crows, 543. 

— Mystics, their resemblance to the 

YedUntiats and Eleatic philo- 
sophers, 483, 

— — andNeo-Platonistsonthesoul, 

483. 

— — Tholuck on, 485. 

— their belief, 486, 487. 

^ — do not ignore morality, 486. 

Dionysius looked on as their 

founder, 488. 

-r — Father and Son of the, 513. 
Christianity, a synthesis of Aryan 
and BemiUo thought, ix, 447. 


Christianity, faith in, rMsed by a 
comparative study of religions^ 

24. 

— the best of all religions, 3 d. 

— and Mam, real antec^ents of, 

little known, 27. 

— early, its connection with Sufaism, 

342. 

— — mention of, in the Gulshen 

343. 

Oriental influences in, 366, 

3 < 57 » 368. 

• — Suflism and the VedS-nta-piiflo- 
sophy, coincidences between, 
366. 

— and Buddhism, startling coinca- 

dences, 369; 

— influence'^ by tbe Jewish school 

of Alexandria, 371* 

— in Alexandria, 434. 

— different from that of Judea, 434. 

— Theosophy in, 446. 

— must be weighed against other 

re^^ons, 447. 

— nnhistorical, 

— truly historical, 448. 

— why it triumphed 454 “- 455 * 

— bufit upon the Logo^ 521. 

— yearning for union with God 

finds its highest expression in 
S 39 » 542. 

Chrysostom, 434. 

Cicero, 112, 509. 

Cicero on the Zeus of Xenophanes, 
331 - 

Clarke, Lieut. - CoL Wilberforce, 
338 n. 

Cleanthes, 460. 

Clement of Alexandria., 82, 370, 
451 - 

— on Gentiles borrowing from the 

Bible, 58, 59. 

— did not borrow from the East, 

3 %. 

— did not accept physical impossi 

bilities as miracles, 376. 

— on the Logos, 407. 

— called Gnostic and Mystdo, 445^ 

— on the soul, 44^. 
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dement of Alexandm, denies all 
secret doctrines in the Churchy 
483 . 

dements, the two, 454. 
dergy in the fifth century, 480. 
Coat of Christ, 408, 408 n. 

Concepts or ideas, 385. 

— learnt by sensuons perception, 

385- 

Conductors, 134. 

Confession, Tauler on, 530* 
Confadans believe in prayer, 12* 
Confudns, on love to ottr neighbonr, 

9 * 

Constantinople, conference of, 403. 
Contradictions in Sacred Books, 
136. 

Comill, 53. 

Corpus, kehrp, 79. 

Cosmic vortex, 150. 

how to escape, 150. 

Cosmos, God thinMng and tittenng 
the, 382. 

Convade, the, 60, fix. 

Cow sacrificed at fiineral ceremonies, 
170. 

Creation or emanation, 296, 514, 

— Upanishads on, 297. 

— out of nothing, 297. 

— like a spider’s web, 297. 

like hairs growing from the skull, 
297. 

— to the Vedintist, 300. 

— problem of, 362. 

— through the Logos, 417. 

— Eckhart admits two, 515, 
Credidi, 79. 

Cronins, 144. 

Crusaders and the Brig o’ Dread, 
175 - 

Cusanus, Cardinal, 421 n., 506, 

— his Docta Ignorantia, 271. 
Cyprian, 434. 

Cyrus, 45. 

DADXJ, 21. 

Oaehne, 367. 

-Da§va-worship, abjuration of, 188. 
Daevas, 44. 


Dab, the root, 178. 

DahanSr, Daphne, 178. 

Dmmones, 205, 469~47I, 

departed souls of good men, 
470. 

— Celsus on, 471. 

— Plutarch on, 472. 

Daityas, 164. 

Daphne, Dahanit, 17S. 

Dl.rS,i preserved copies of the Avesta 
and Zend, 38* 

Darius, 69. 

— inscriptions of, 45. 

Darkness, acts of, X62. 

— and poison, personifications of, 

186. 

Darmesteter, Professor, 40, 4X, 44^.1 
55 > 172 

— on late nse of Avestic, 47. 
Darwlsh, 344 > 345 - 
Dasein and sein, 302* 

David of Augsburg, 502. 

Dawn, legend of the, 178. 

Dead, mourning for, in the Harvey 
Islands, 227. 

Death, return ot soul to God after, 

92. 

— journey of the soul after, 113-115, 

116-117, 143. 

passages from the XJpanishads, 

1x4 et seq, ^ 

— rewards and punishmei^ts after, 

195* 

I Zamthushtra questions Ahura- 

mazda on, 195-199. 

— ' going into night,’ 228. 

De Imitation©, 457. 

Deity, in Buddhism no objective, 

363. 

— in Judaism, 364. 

— in Greece and Eome, 364. 

— at Alexandria, biune not triune, 

440. 

Demiurge, 440. 

I Demiurges, 417. 

^Demokiitus, 82, 84, 377. 

Denifi^, his artide on Eckhart, 509 
511, 512 n., 525. 

Departed, abode of the, 140. 
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Departed^ raised to tHezank of gods, 
207. 

— Herl)a:i Spencer’s view on tliis, 

207. 

Deptk or silenoe^ fiv 06 s^ 411. 
Descartes, 102, 5x2. 

Desire, free from, 31a 
DenssMi, 99, 99 ft., no, 113 n., 
129 ft., 240 
Dera, not deiis, 73. 

— in the Veda and Aresta, l8i. 

— evil spirU^the Avesta, 181. 

— modem Persian dlv, 181. 
Devaloka, 125, 146. 

Devas, 49, 154, 350, 251, 

sotils eaten by the, 146, 147, 148. 

— gods, became DadTas,eYil spirits, 

188, X89. 

Deyayana, path of the gods, 1x7, 
125, 130, X5X, 277. 

— or Milky Way, X71, 

— or rainbow, 171. 

Devil of the Old Testament, belief 
in a, 186. 

— was it borrowed from the Per- 

sians? 186. 

Dialogue between Brahman and the 
departed, 159. 

— on the Sdf, 350-256. 

— — deductions from, 360. 

— — ^ahkara’s remarks on, 361. 

— from the iC&lUidogya-Upanishad, 

385. 

Diderent roads of the soul, 127. 
Dillmann, 53. 

Dlnkar<f, the, 38, 40. 

— finished by AtCimitd, 4X. 

— account of the Eoroastirian reli- 

gion in, 4a. 

— when begun and finished, 42. 

— translate in Sacred Books, by 

West, 43, 47. 

Diodorus Siculus and his* appeal to 
books in Egypt, 82; 

Diogenes Laertius, 38. 

B^enyBiu8 the Areopagite, 164, X65, 
29?! 430, 4 ^h 462, 499, 505, 
fe 09 ,. 6 Hi 6 i 7 i 634 - 


Dionysius, little originid in his 
writings, 463, 468, 478 Ji. 

— writings of, 463, 4^. 

— his life, 463-464, 4^. 

— his book a fiction, 464. 

•— a Neo-Platonist, 464, 467.^ 

— his book accept^ as genuine by 

Eastern and Western Churches 
465-466. 

— identified with St. Denis, 465, 

466. 

— translation by Scotus Erigena, 

465, 466. 

— influence of his writings, 467. 
'wrhy so popular, 467, 4^S, 474, 

47 ^* 

— on the Hebrew race, 468. 
on Christ, 468. 

— sources of, 468. 

— God as T 3 6 v, 468. i 

— love within God, 469. 

— hierarchies of angels, 469. 

— influence of, during tike Middle 

Ages, 474, 479, 482. 

— Bittern of, 474. 

— his three triads or nine divimons 

of angels, 475. 

— work of his Trinity, 4 76. 

— belief in angels, chiefly derived 

from, 476. 

— Milman on, 476^^477. 

— his celestial hiera^y reflected 

on earth, 477. 

— real attraction of, 478. 

— his mystic unioxi, 479, 480, 

482. 

— mysticism of, not orthodox, 

484. 

— looked on as the founder of the 

Christian mystics, 488, 
Dionysos, worship of, came from 
Egypt, 81. 

Dh^hatamas, 140; 

Disraeli, on religion, 336. 

Dlv, Devas, x8i. 

Divine name, meaning in every, 

— anf human, knowkdg^^ of the 

unity of, 93. 
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Divine sonsliipj 94. 

lost by gin, 94. 

by nescience, 94. 

— in man, 250. 

— spirit of Philo, 419. 

in the prophets, 420. 

— Iiogos in Christ, 421. 

dwelling in us, 425. 

— ground of Eckhart, 516, 517. 

— — like the neutral Brahman, 

51 ^ 

— -—is oneness, 520 

the soul founded on, 533. 

Divinity of Christ, 457. 

Docetae, the, 457. 

Docta ignorantia of Cardinal Cusa- 
nus, 271, 

Doctrines borrowed by the Jews 
from the Zoroastrians, 47. 

— Professor Cheyn^ on, 48. 

Dogs passed by the departed, 138. 
Dominations, 475. 

Dominicans, the, 501, 502, 503, 

504, 505‘ 

— Eckhart, provincial of, 509. 

5<5fa, 417 ». 

Dramida or Drivida, 100. 

Dreams gave the first idea of soul, 
^ 259. 

Dover, Dr., 53, 

Drummond, Dr. J., 378 379 w., 

382 n., 403 n., 412 413 ». 

— on the Logos, 404, 

Dualism, not taught by Zoroaster, 
180. 

— of the Avesta, 185-186 
replaces the original Monotheism, 

186. 

— no sign of, in the Yeda, 187. 
Duig&, worship of, 376. 

ARLY Christian view of the soul, 

94. 

— language, Greek or Jewish? 
368. 

— — philosophers taunted with bor- 

rowing from Greek, 415. 

the taunt returned, ,41 5. 

Earthly love to the Sufis^ 3fii. 


East, Greek philosophy borrowed 
from the, 80. 

East, not West, the place of the 
blessed, 139. 

— and West blendedin Christianity, 
416. 

Eastern religions, ignorant commen- 
tators on, xBo. 

Ebionites, 436. 

Eckhart, Master, 90, 297, 457, 462, 


500, 543- ^ ^ ^ 

— suspected of heresy, 506, 508, 


509. 

— powerful sermons, 506. 

— follows St. John, 507. 

— appeals to pagan masters, 507, 


509.^ 

— assertion of truth, 507. 

— never appeals to miracles, 508. 

— appeals to the Fathers, 509. 

— his scholastic training, 509 n» 

— studied at Paris, 509. 

— lived at Bonn, 509. 

— his character, 510. 

— Schopenhauer on, 511. 

— his mysticism, 51 1, 512. 

— difficulty of his language, 5 1 1. 

— XJpanishads a good preparation 

for, 511. 

— his definition of the Deity, 512- 


— follows Plato and the Stoics, 513. 

— uses Alexandrian language, 513, 

— called a Pantheist, 5 14. 

— on creation as emanation, 514, 

518. 

— on the soul, 515, 516. 

— his Divine ground, 516, 517. 

— how to understand, 517. 

— a Neo-Platonist, 518. 

— Logos or Word, as the Son of 

Grod, 518. 

— Christ the ideal Son of God, 518. 

— his view of Christ as the Word, 


— uses the legendary tra^^ons a 
allegories, 520. 

his view of Christ's birth in th 


bo»\520,534. 
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Eckliart, Master, relation of the soul 
to God, 534, 

— like the VedH^ntista and the Keo- 

Platonists, 525. 

— ^ passages in the Fourth Gospel 
cited by, 535. 

— Ms holy life, 526. 

— stillness and silence commended 

by, 529* 

^ discouraged extreme penance, 
529. 

— led an active life, 529. 

— on the true brotherhood of Christ 

and man, 536, 537. 

Ecstasis of St. Bernard, 490, 
Ef'static intuition, 433. 

Eden, lady of, 14. 

Ego, the, 248, 249, 304. 

— the being behind every, 105. 

— what is it, 257, 264, 

Egypt, influence of, on Gieece, 81-- 
82, 

— famous Greeks who studied in, 

82. 

Pythagoras in, 84. 

Egyptian prayer, 13, 

— religion, works on, 109. 

Ehyeh and Jehovah, Heb., 53. 
cTSos, or species, 386. 

$€ov, 415. 

Eileithyias, 63 n. 

Ekadesa, ekadesin, 129^, 

Ekam sat, 237. 

Eleatic argument, 323. 

— view of the Infinite, 93, 

— monism, 93. 

— philosophers, 69, 77, 106--107, 

270. 330 j 335. 336, 46S. 

— German Mystics and YedCmtists, 

280. 

— like the earlier Upanishads, 334. 

— metaphysical problems, 335. 
’Elisha and Elysion, 63. 
ijXvBf 64. 

Elysion, 63, 63 to., 64. 

Emanation, never condemned, 296 
•— upheld by many, 297. 

— stages of, 300. 

Embiyo, whence it comes, 301. 


Emerson on Sufi language, 349. 
Empedokles, 85. 

— and his soul, 433, 

Endless lights, 198. 

— darkness, 199. ‘ 

Endymion, 64 to. 

Energism, 153. 

Enneads of Plato, 165, 

Enos, 376. 

Eos, dawn, 29, 

Uvra, 93. 

Epicier, species, 74. 

Epictetus quoted, 10. 

Epiphanius, 453 w. 

Er, story of, 218. 

— before the three Fates, 219. 
Eridu, lord of, 14. 

Erinys, dawn, 29. 

E-Sagil, palace of the gods, 16. 
Eschatological legends, general simi- 
larities in, 177. 

Esoteric doctrines, 327. 

a modern invention, 327. 

*Bsse est Deus,’ Eckhart, 512. 
Es-Siiat, the bridge of, 173, 539. 

— — reached i Mohammed through 

the Jews, 200 

Eternal light behind the veil, 319. 
Ethical origin of metempsychosis, 

153. 154 - 

— character of the Avesta, 190, 

199. 

— teaching not found in the Upani- 

shads, 190, 199. 

Ethics, 87. 

Euripides on the working of the 
gods, 3 
Europe, 64 to. 

Eusebius, 83, 450 TO. 

— mentions P>iahmans, 46 

Eve, Philo on the ci cation of, 379. 
Evil spirit not found in the early 
part of the Avesta, 51. 

— problem of the origin of, 184. 
Zarathushtra tried to solve it, 

184. 

— no real good without possible, 

185. 

— existence of, 307 
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Evolulaon in the XJpazushads, 297. 

— held by Elm&nttya, 298, 517. 

FAITH, different degrees ol| 49B1 

Fakir*, 344, 345. 

Father, God as the, 4x7. 

— pre-eminence of the, 536. 

Fafcb^ and Son, 512, 530. 

— the Holy Ghost the bond be- 
tween, 513. 

— . — simple meaning of, 522* 
Pothers, world of the, 119 ; path of 
the, 117. 148, 169, 170, 277, 
308- 

— earliest conception of life after 
death, 125. 

faith in, given up, 283. 

Fathers of the Church, men of Greek 
culture, 434. 

Ferid eddln Attar, 34-,- 
Feridiln and the OTe-temple of 
Baikend, 32. 

Few, the, not &e many, who inffu- 
ence nations, 69. 

Fick, 64 n. 

Fifth century, 478, 500 

— state of the laity, 479 

— BMe. unknown to lity, 479. 

— the clergy, 479. 

— no true region, 480. 

Fins, borrowed from Scandinavians, 
62. 

Firdusi, language of, 37. 
Fire-wor^ip, not taught by Zoro- 
aster, 180. 

Fire and sparks, 275. 

— air, water, and earth, 287, 287 n, 
FirsJ person, the Father, 437. 

— man, Christ called, 519. 
Fit^erald, 358. 

Five elements and five senses, 300. 

— stages of mystic union, 480. 
Flaccus, Plotinus* letter to, 430. 
Flames burning the wicked, 171, 172. 
Flaming sword and Eeason, 378. 
Fleet, 99 ». 

Forest, life in the, 326. 

— in each man’s heart, 493. 


Forgetfulneas, desert plain of, 220, 
221. 

Four states of the soul, 307, 308. 

— stages of the Sufi, 348. " 
Fourteenth century in Gemoany, 

500. 

Fourth Gospel, 372, 384, 451, 521, 

sn- 

— use of Logos in, 404. 

— ideal son in, 409. 

— use of Monogen^s, 411, 413. 

— whence the author got the idea 

of the Logos, 414. ‘ 

— - in touch with Greek and Judaeo- 
Alexandrine ideas, 415. 

— Greek thought and words in 

first chapter, 415, 416. 

— opposed by the Alogoi, 453. 

— attributed to Cerinthus, 454. 

— passages from, appealed to by 

Eckbart, 525. 

Frandscans, the, 501, 502, 503, 504, 

505- 

Frand among ascetics, 528. 
Fravardin Yasht, 205. 

Fravashis or Manes, 145. 

— or Fravardin, 205, 206. 

— wider meaning of, 205. 

— the genius of anything, 205. 
Frazishtd, 20i« 

Freemasons, 320. 

Friends of GM, 503. 

Fundamental principle of the histori- 
Old school, 2. 

Funeral pile, 114, 

— — rising froin, 113. 

GAH, the five, 43. 

Gaimini, 99, 306. 

Galton’s combined photographs, 385. 
Gandharvas, 163. 

Gaotama mentioned in the Fravar- 
din Yasht, 46. 

Garo-nem^na, 203. 

Gaster, Dr., 174. 

(xdtavedas, 192, 193. 

Gjltha literature, age of, 45. 

— belonged to Media, 45. 

Gathas, the, 43, 44, 46. 



INDEX. 


559 


O-ftthie, the (Naaks), 44. 
Sayasweba, 135. 

6cx^^ogicail Bactiiod, vi* 

General eilence, tlie, of the Valen- 
tmiang, 396, 

Grenii, 205* 

Oenitive, ymxj, 79. 

German Mystics, 499, 501, 503, 506, 

539* 

— — - Eleatic philosophy and Ve- 

dintists, 280. 

— — t^dr supposed heresies, 503. 

— — their sermons, 506. 

— translations of the Bible, 503. 

— — learnt by heart, 504. 

Germany, fourteenth century in, 500. 

— feeling against Eome in, 503. 
popular preachers in, 506, 

Gerson, 462, 506, 

— against divorcing philosophy and 

religion, 507. 

Gervasius of Tilbury, 218 
GAallas, 163. 

vSiffKfOf 3€. 

1, Eev* W. W., 227. 
on the Harvey Mamdy, 227. 
no trace of transmigration in 
Eastern Pacific, 231. 
iva, living soul, 249. 
ivanmukti, life-liberation, 300. 
ladisch, 85. ^ 

Sanskrit, 36. 
j*^^a*nak&ada, 95, 104. 

Gnostic belief in the fiesh as the 
source of evil, 409. 

Gnostics, theosophy of, in the East, 
343 . ' 

435. 

God, natural religion the foundation 
of our belief in, 4. 

— special revelation needed for a 

beHef in, 5, 

— and the soul, 90, 91, 92, 362, 

— tlirone of, 141. 

— of the Vedintists, 320, 

— Mohammed's idea of, 347. 

and man, how the Jews drew to- 
other the bonds between, 41 7* 

- sufficient for Himself, 417* 


God, made man, St. Augnatine on, 
43 Z« 

— vision of, 424. 

— and evil, 486: 

those who thirst after, 488. 

— love of, 489, 490. 

— and the soul identical, 407. 

— in all things, 513. 

— as ^wgrs speaking or bating 

the Word, 520, 

— approach to, 524. 

— oneness with, 533. 

— want of reveience for, 534^ 

— many meanings of, 534, 

— and man, relation of, 535. 
Godhead, struggle for highW con- 
ception of the, 237, 244. i 

— expressed in the Veda^ 237. 
in the Hpanishads, 238. 

— predicate of the, 402. 

Gt>dly and G^od-like, 48X0 

Gods, b^ef in, almost univyal, 

59. 

— precession of the, 212. 

— rending in animids, 231, 

— and men come firom the « aTn^ 

source, 364, 

— the, St, Clement on, 472, 

— St* Augustine on, 472. 

— path of the, 115, 117, ng, 22J 

^48, 277, 308. 

— mth in, given up, 283. 
Good birth, the go^ attain a, 156. 
-Thought Pa^ise, 197, 

-Word Paradise, 197, 

-Deed Paradise, igS, 

Hato's, 393. ^ 

and evil, distinctions between 


Goodness, acts of, i6a, 

Gere's Bam^ton Lrectures^ 25 ji» 
Gospel of St, John, 342. 

Gospels, the four, end of second 
century, 454, 

Gotama, 206, 

Grammar, certain process^ of, uni- 
vy al, 59. 



560 


INBEX. 


Greece, our pbllosophy comes from, 
66, 67. 

— and India, difference between, 

330. 

Greek philosophy, its influence on 
Christian theology, x. 

— prayer, 13. ^ 

— works lost, 33. 

— and Indian thought, early sepa- 

ration of, 65. 

— and Roman religions, historical 

background for the, 72. 

— and Vedic Deities, 74. 

— philosophy, a native production, 

77, 80-84. 

was it borrowed firom the 

East^ 80* 

sources of, 85. 

— mysteries, 328. 

— and J ewish thought, blending of, 

407, 414, 

three points gained by, 

42X. 

— and Jewish converts, 421. 
Greeks borrowed names of gods from 

Egypt, 58. 

— and Brahmans, coincidences be- 

tween, 64. 

— of Homer’s time, 74. 

Gregory the Great, 434, 465. 

— of Nyssa, 434, 468. 

— of Nazianzen, 434, 468. 

Grimm, 73, 174 n. 

Gruppe, 88. 

Guardian angels, Ahuramazda’s 
discourse on, 205-207. 

Gubarra, 14. 

Guhyakas, 163. 

Gulshen Ras on Christianity, 343. 
Guyon, Mad. de, 462, 

HADHA-MATHRIO,the (Nasks), 
44. 

Hadhdkht Kask, 43. 

on the soul after death, 195. 

Hafiz, Bongs of, 349, 330, 353. 

H iidas on the immortality of the 
soul, 222, 225. 


Haidas, resemblance to Peraiau 
ideas, 222. 

H^jiab^d, inscriptions of, 37. 

Halah and Habon, 48- 
Hale, Horatio, 383. 

Hall, Fitz-Edward, 317 ». 
Hamaspathmadda, 207. 

Haoma, 65. 

Haritas and Charites, 61, 76. 
Harnack, xv, 95 w., 436 438 

441 n., 443 449 n., 451 n. 

— on Origen’s view of the Third 

Person, 452. 

Harrison, Rev. 0 ., on the Charlotte 
Islands, 222. 

Harvey Islanders, Rev. W. W. Gir 
on the, 227, 231. 

Hassan Basri, 341. 

Hatch, Dr,, 371 w., 416 418 n. 

Haug, 18 n., 37 n., 42, 44 w., 45, 4^» 
47,5ii5S, 181 184, 185, 305, 
226 n., 240. 

— his wrong translation of Ahura’s 

name, 55. 

HaurvatS,d, 49, 186. 

Heaven in Samoa, 228. 

— in Mangaia, 228, 229. 

— in Raratonga, 228. 

— in Aitutaku, 228. 

— in Tahiti, 228. 

— in the Society Islands, 328. 

— and men united, 365 n. 

Hebrew borrowed little from Baby* 

Ion or Persia, 368. 

— prophets and the Divine Word, 

404. 

— race, Dionysius on, 468. 
Hebrews, Apociyphal Gospel of, 441. 
Hegel, 103 , 

— on Christianity as unhistorical, 

44^ • 

Hegelian method misleading, vi. 
Heimarmend, destiny, 390, 
Heimdall, the watchman, 169. 
Helios, sun, 29. 

Hell, not known in the Rig-ved^, 

166. 

— known in the Atharva-vecJJEi 

167. 
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llell Ie the Brahmawas, 167, 

Helh j absence of, ia the UpaBishads, 
158. 

— the 2 oroasiriaE, 198* lOQ. 

of Plato, 2x6. 

Henoch, 376. 

Henosis or oneness of the individnal 
with the Supreme Soul, 374, 
426, 481, 483, 504. 

Henotheism of the Veda, 48. 
Hephaistos, 8o« 



.his Logos, 389, 390, 391, 

*is use of Heimarmen^, 390. 

— his view of Fire, 390. 

— Ms Logos is rule, 390* 
ins mra Xoyov, 391, 

Herakles, 63, 534. 

Heredity, 389. 

Herxnippos, 38, 39, 45, 

— » Piiny on, 38. 

— Ms analysis of Zoroaster’s books, 

83* 

Herodotos, 45, 8x, 

Hesiod, 469. 

Hesperia, 64* 

Hestia, 213. 

Hetywanlana, Hell, 324, 235. 

He who above all gods is the only 
God,* 49. 

Hierarchiea of Proclus and Diony- 
sius the Areopagite, 164, 165. 
Hierarchy, celestial, of Dionysius, 
475- 

— the earthly, 477, 

Hieron3rmus, 434. 

High Priest’s clothes, 408, 
nighest Being, 268. 

— Self and the individual soul, 373, 

274. 27$. 308. 

— Soul, 274. 

— Being and the soul identical, 379. 
Atman, 291. 

— — different stages In the belief 

in, 291. 

Hilarius, 434, 

Hilduiiv Abbot of St. Denis, 466. 
Hiilebrandt, 115 «#., 138 147 

( 4 ) 


Hiliel and the Jewish religion, y. 
Hindu prayer, modern, 21. 
Hira»yagarbha, 130, 15i, 

Historic^ method, v. 

— school, fundamental piinciple of 

the, 3. 

— documents for studying the oiigin 

of religion, 27. 

— contact between India and Persia, 

66 . 

—» school, 52a, 

History, divMe drama of, vh 

— of the world, constant ascent in 

the, 2. 

— of religion the true philosophy of 

religion, 3, 

Holenmenan theory, 280. 

Holy Ghost, Toh^man a parallel to, 

57* 

«— St. Clement’s view, 440, 443. 

— — as the Mother of Christ, 441. 
““—•special work of, 441, 442, 

443- 

— — at the baptism of Christ, 442, 

443- 

— — bond between the Father and 

the Son, 513, 

Homer, 365 n. 

Homoiosis or Henosis, x6l, 481. 
Homoousioi, 517. 
dparSs, 361. 

Hotar or atharvan, 63. 

Hottentot idea of the moon, 148. 
Homns, none among the Jews, 

300* 

Hugo of St. Victor, 488, 493, 494* 

— on knowledge, 493. 

— on vision, 497. 

— rich in poetical illustration, 497, 

498. 

Human and Divine, gulf between, 
93 - 

Human nature twofold, 418* 

— becoming divine, 456. 

— souls migrating into animal 

bodies, 317, 235. 

— moral grounds of this belief, 
317, 3 I 8 * 

Humboldt, 73* 

0 
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Humility, St Bernard’s twelve de- 
grees of, 490 

Huxley ajid tlie Gergesenes, 25. 
Hyios ton theou, x- 
Hyle, matter of the Stoics, 397* 
of Philo, jfoo 
Hypatia, 373 » 429 - 
Hypostaseis, Father and Son as, 442. 

I AM that I Am, 49, 52 

found in the Elohislac section, 

53 

never alluded to again in Old 

Testament, 53 

interpolated from a Zoroas- 

tnan source, 53, 55. 

what I Am, 55. 

what thou art, 278. 

He, Jellal eddin on, 363. 

Iceland and Norway, 62, 

Ideal man, the, 440. 

Idealistic philosophy, 292. 

Ideas, eternal, 104 

— of Plato, 20s, 387, 389, 392, 469, 
' 518. 

— — our heredity, 389. 

our species, 392. 

are the changeless world, 518. 

protested against by the Stoics, 

518. 

taken up by the Neo-Platon- 

ists, 518. 

— of Philo, 401. 

Ignatius, 454. 

Ignorant commentators on Eastern 
religions, 180. 

Illusion, theory of, held by jS'ahkara, 

317 

Hya, the tree, 121, 122. 

Images, ancient sages think in, 141. 
Immortality of the soul, 158. 

never doubted in the Upani- 

shads, 210. 

among the Haidas, 232 « 

Polynesians on, 226. 

— — among the Jews, 233. 

— — - the Buddhists, 233, 

— belief in, very general, 231, 

— Vedanta doctrine on, 234. 


Immortality, need not be asserted^ 

Incarnation and the Logos, xii* 
the, 439. 

— leticence of St. Clement on 

444. 

India, fragmentary character of the 
Sacred Books of, 33. 

— and Persia, relation between the 

religions of, 65, 179. 

— rich philosophical literature in, 

66. 

— influence of religion and phil 

sephy in, 68. 

— conquest of, a sad story, 70. 

— dieameis of, 71* 

— and Greece;, difference between, 

330 

— St. Matthew’s Gospel in, 436. 
Indian and Persian thought long 

connected, 65. 

— and Greek thought, early separa- 

tion of, 65. 

— philosophy, independent charac- 

ter of, 66, 67, 79. 

a native production, 77, 80, 

85, 86. 

peculiar character of, loi* 

— view of life, 68. 

— Aryas, 67. 

their language ours, 71. 

— philosopher in Athens, 83, 

sees Sokrates, 84. 

•— Greek, Boman religions fuL 
of common Aryan ideas, 85, 

86. 

— and Greek thought, parallelism 

between, 212, 215. 

— music, 282. 

— Pandits, 369. 

— ascetics, 528. 

Individual soul, true nature of, 
269. 

— — and the Highest Self, 273, 

274 » 2757 379- 

— — and Brahman, 275. 

different from the Highest 

Self, 276. 

— — RamAim^ra’s teaching, 315, 
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Individual soul, Saikara’s teaching, 
316 

indra, so, 121, 122, 130, 133, iS6, 

'■ ^ 35 . 246. 2.40, 251, 233, 260. 
—-55 demon, 183. 

- t-itipreme God, 259 

— as Andra in the A\ e&ta, 182. 

Xy> Iriyas, 305. 

"frfinite, perception of, shared by all 
religions, viu 
Eleatio view of the, 93. 

— in nature, 89, 105, 535. 
in man, 89, 105, 535. 

--one, 31 1, 534. 

— writer in the Clinstian Register 

on the, ^61 n 

— of Anaximander, 400. 

— how can we know the^ 432, 

— peiception of the, 480 

In Him we live and move/ &e., 

94 

Innocent II, 493. 

Inspiration or fi'ruti, 102. 

— the idea of, 103. 

— literal, 543. 

Intellect, language the outer form 
of the, 61. 

Interdict of fourteenth centuiy, 500, 
501. 

Interpretation, difficulties of, 133. 
Invisible things, reality of, 154. 
Ipse, 249. 

Irenaeus, 434. 

Isaac, 376. 

Isis, veiled, 327. 

* Islam, no monachism in,’ 338. 
Islam, will of Allah, 347, 

Isocrates, 84. 

Isvaia, the Lord, 295, 306, 316, 320, 

324- 

— is Brahman, 312, 316* 

Italian and Latin, 72. 

Izads, the thirty, 43. 

Izeshan, sacrifices, 240. 

Izz eddln Mutaddesl, 344. 

JACOB’S dream, Philo on, 414, 
Jacolliot, 8i« 

Jamblichus, 446. 


Jami’s Sairiman and Abs^d, extiact 
from, 35S. 

Jasher, book of, 34. 

Jayadeva, 354. 

Jehovah, 51, 52, 408, 414, 447. 

— Psalmist’s wortls on, 50, 

— and ehyeh, Heb., 53. 

— of Philo, 400. 

J eUal eddin Hfimi, 344, 345. 

on the true Sufis, 346. 

extracts from his Mesnevi, 

355* 

on the Sun as image of Deity, 

556. 

on the soul, 357. 

on self-deceit, 357. 

on ‘I am He,’ 363. 

Jesus of Nazaieth, influence of His 
peisonality, xiii, xiv. 

as perfect, 439. 

as the ideal man, 440. 

Jewish rehgion, God far removed 
ft om man, ix. 

— influence on the Zoroastrians, 48 

— doctors at the Sassanian court, 

173 

Jews, influence of Persian ideas on, 
200. 

— did not believe in Houris, 200. 

— efiect of the dispersion of, 374. 

— and Christians ashamed of their 

Bible, 375. 

— borrowed very few religious terms 

from the E^t, 368. 

— enlightened, honoured at Alex- 

andria, 408. 

J ones, Sir W , on Sufiism, 339, 353. 

— translations of Sufi poet^ 354 

et seq. 

Jowett, 393 n., 394 
Judaism and Buddhism, 233* 

Deity in, 364. 

Jugglers, Lidian, 303. 

J ullan, the Emperor, 429* 

Junaid/ 344- 

Jupiter, Aristides on, li* 

— limited, 235. 

— as Son of God or Logos, 432, 

433- 
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J upiter, Plotinus on, 422. 

J nstin Martyr again'^t anthropomor- 
pliic oxpressioii&, 572, 454. 

KAABA, the, 340. 

Kaegi, 139 
Kaklkat, 348. 

JETdk^hn^hi, pi, 134* 

Kalpa, 315.' 

— to kalpa, 295. 

ATandala, 156. 

Kant, on knowledge, 321. 

— anticipated by the Yed&ntists, 

321-322. 

Kant’s philosopjiy, 3. 

— Critiqm of Pure Beason, 5* 
Jvara«as, 163. 

KaimakawrZa, 95, 104. 

Karnian or A^rva, 306, 307. 
Katbari, 504 

— became ket^er, 504. 
hn$ap(ris, 481, 482. 

Kaupat, name for the Milky Way, 
170 

KaiT<?l>Haka, 130 

Kau'^liitaki-Upanishad, 120, 159, 
278 

Kaye, meaning of spirit, 461 n. 

K( pier, 384. 

K« tzer, 504. 

AVirindogya-Upanishad, 1 1 8, 1 1 9, 
120, 125, 132. 

— dialogue on the unseen in man, 

^55 

— dialogue from, on the Self, 250-256. 

— not belonging totlieearlie&t Vedic 

literature, 259 

— not later than Plato, 259. 

> — deductions from, 259, 260. 

— dialogue from, 285-290, 
Khosrdes, 41. 

A'lndvar bndge, 202. 

A'ln^ a< briclg^ 1 94 

— or judgment bridge, 1^4. 

— identiSed with the Atman, Self, 

in the Upanishads, 195. 

— how made, 195, 

— m Peisia, 168, 172 

— soul after passing the, 203. 


JTinvai? bridge, crossing from eaith 
to heaven, 539, 

Kirjath-sephei*, city of letters, 32 
Kit, perceiving, 94. 

— Brahman as, 293. 

— meaning of, 293, 294. 

— and aHt, 315. 

Kitra, 120, 

Kittel, 53. 

Klamaths, the Logos among t 
xi, 383. 

— tteir idea of creation, 383, 389. 
Klemm, 75. 

Knowledge, Greek love of, 8 5. 

— depends on two authoiities, 102, 

— blessedness a/^quired by, 148- 

— no return for those souls who 

have true, 149. 

— true, 160, 1 61. 

— or faith better than good works, 

in the Upanisliads, 190 

— better than good deeds, 204. 

— not love of God, 291. 

— absence of, an objective power to 

the Hindu, 320 

— sixrequirements for attaining, 326. 

— three instruments of, 419. 

— three degrees of, 431. 

— more certain than faith, 493. 
Kohiit, Dr., 187, 200, 201. 

Konrad of Marbuig, 504. 

Koffpios vorjTos, 407, 513 

— idiwv, 402 
Kramamukti, 308. 

Krantor, quoted by Proclus, 82. 
Knshnagupta, 135. 

Kronos, 6471. 

Kshathravairya, 186, 

Kshatriyas, 156. 

Kuenen, 9 n , 28 n., 53, 4^5 n. 
Kuhn, 73, 171. 

LACTANTIUS, 535. 

Laity in the hfth century, 479. 
Language, the outward form of the 
intellect, 61 

— common background of pliilo- 

Sophy, 71. 
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help derived by philo- 
soph} from, 7^, ^ ” 

— eternal, 103. 
lia^sen, 46 i^. 
piw, the (Nasks), 44 
Uus of JIaau, or of the Mftaa.a,. 

^ctures, plan of these, 541 
A^eyenda Aurea, bridge iu tk i~- 
Legendary traditions of Chn’t re- 
jected by the Gieeks, 510 | 

used as allegories by Eckhart, 

Lethe, the aver, 221. I 

■Leveruer, 86 I 

tewy, Dr H, on deriving Gieek 
A/~®Hdiie;v, 63,63,1= 

neclit, iiotea to Gervasiuss, 175 n * 1 

2lS» ' /O'*”} t 

Life, Indian view of, 68, 6 q . I 

— modem \ lew of, 68 

^igbt.^^deities representing, 134, 

pektmng and the moon, 1 15 „ 

Litt rary documents, 30 ^ 

Literature, wriiten, a modern inven- 
tion, 30. 

L-ioke, 102 I 

Ldgau, quotation from, 3 | 

412, 457, 459. 

— of the Stoics, 397, 39S, 473 I 

-are the angels of Phiio,S, 413, 

“TJ O I 

— coiiceu ed as one, 473. 

as many, 473. *' \ [ 

spolienofas Aeons by the Gnos- - 

tics, 473. I 

342, 373, 376, 37s, 3S0-3S1, - 

411, 447? 450, 513, 51S. 

~ doctrine of, evclu»ively Aryan, v - 
and the liicrirnation, xn, j 

-- the Zoroasfrian, parallel to. cy 

— meaning of, 380. 

— faint antecedents of, in Old I 

i ebiaineiit, 381 | 

— el Philo, purely Greek, 3 S 1 . Z 

— Iii'toiy of, 3S1-3S4. 

among the K-lauiatli'?, ^83. 

‘thinking and wiilin2-/s83* 


Logos^historical antecedents of (he 

— n and thought, 3S5. 

— or 387^ 

— IfmaditiR, 389. 

— c<5iiriectni4 thu fir^tCause and the 

— MS:, 

of ■Cfreek ettraetion. 403 

oii y begotten or umque son 
^ 404, > 

— m Fourth Gospel, 404. 

theological use of, tioui Palestine, 
404. > 

roots of, 405 

— the idea of all ideas. 413 

— to to, noumen,! ,,4 

nomenal worlds, 41 :j ^ 

and the powers, 417. 

— ubed for creation, 417. 

— becoming man, 421. 

— Athanasius on, 421 

Z ru* wtorpretation, 422. 
of St Clement, 437 

— of Athenagoraa, 437. 

— head of the logoi, 437, 

— iJeutified svith Jt,u/ ,3^ 

— manifested m man fromthehe^in- 

439. 437. 

— anil the pufiiii,, 4. , 

-‘ 7 »P>'. 450 , 45 I 

— J' -lo’ileenieij 4jj 

“ alethci, ot ( 4:; 

-doctime of, idontifiod with St 
, John, 454. 

•inUriening between the Divine 
JioBfcnce and matter, 455. 
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liOgo*?, a connecting link, not a divid- 
ing SCI 01 n, 455. 

— later a wall of partition, 456. 

— in the Latin Church, 458- 

460. 

— - no Latin word with the fall mean- 
ing of, 459-461. 

— Zeno’s viehnition, 460 

— development in East and West, 

454-461. 

-—the bond between the human 
soul and Cod, 455. 

— recognised in Christ, 455. 

— view of the' early Apologetes, 

455 * 

— the incarnation of thought, 

521. 

— re-established by the Neo-Pla- 

tonists, 52 1. 

— Christianity built upon, 521. 

— history of, traced back, 523. 

— Monogenes, 523 

— prophonkds and endiatlietos, 

242. 

— (TiTfpfiariKo^, 3S4. 

Loka, i3o> 135 

Lony fcllow^&lK Halation fiom Logau, 

Luitrss Supper, 4S3, 

Lniinscr, 85 
Lost hooks, 33 

T.oL/e, XV. 

Loms I, 465 

Luve, eliild of poverty and plenty, 
43 ^* 

— cauhly, as a type of love to God, 

3-1/352. 

— of God, 445, 4S9, 490, 505. 

WcintiiiLr in the Vedanta- 

sfltia's, 29T. 

font of, 490 

Lower lhalinian, letiiin of the soul 
to, 114 
Liicutiu*^, \i. 

Ludwig, 121 ?2. 

LutliLi, 510 

— on the T^ifoJojia Germanica, 

510 

Lykuigus, trfi\eK ot’ 83 


MACATlIUS,andtliemysterios,4S 
Macrobius, 145 
Maghavat, 253, 255. 

Magi came from Media, 44, 44 n, 
Mahabharata, quoted, on love to 
others, 9. 

— Setus or bridges of the, 167. 
Mahatmas, 327. 

Maiden, good works as a beautiful, 
199, 202, 209. 

— influence of this idea on Moham- 

medanism, 199. 

Makhir, god of dreams, 1 6. 

Mallas, 163. 

jMan, to think, 79, 98. 

Man, infinite in, 105. 

— essence of, 304. 

— Philo’s view of, 409. 

— a manifestation of theLogos, 439. 
Manas, mind, 79, 249, 305 
Manasa/i, oranianavaA, 115 n., 1 34. 
Manasl, the beloved, 121, 124. 
Mangaian heaven, 228, 229. 
Manhood, perfect, as realised in the 

ideal son, 409. 
hlani, 40, 41. 

Mainchaeism, 40, 41, 370. 

Manti as, independent statement.^ 
the, 137. 

— — not in harmony with the Up 

nishads, 137. 

Mann, laws of, transmigration inti 

161. 

— age of these laws, 161. 

— minute details of transmigration, 

162. 

— nine classes of transmigration, 

163. 

— punishments of the wicked, 165. 

— nine classes of, 2 15 
Marcus Auielius quoted, lo. 

Marut, Mars, stormwind, 29. 
Mdtarj5\an. 234 

Mato, ]\I 3 -tn, 14. 

Matter, created by God, 455. 

Ma\ra or Mavriza, the Milky Way, 
170. 

Maximius on the writings ofDiony 
sius the Areopagite, 463 
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Maximus Tyrius, 470. 

— on Baimones, 470. 

Maya or Nescience, 303, 316, 318- 
321. 

Mazda, 18, 19, 172. 

Mazdaism, 41. 

Media, birthplace of Zoroaster’s re- 
ligion, 44 n. 

Melikertes, 63. 

Melissus, 330. 
fii/xova, memini, 79. 

Meniory, powers of, 31. 

Men clogged by the body, 475. 
p.ivos, 79. 

‘ Mere man,’ 536. 

Merodach, 14, 16. 

Mesnevi, the, 346, 354. 

— second only to the Koran, 347. 

— extract from, 355. 

Messiah, the, 408, 408 n. 

— recognised in J esus, 438. 

— and the Logos, 519. 

both realised in Christ, 519. 

Metempsychosis, 81, 82, 151, 
belief m, 77, 152. 
not connected with Animism, 

153. 

of ethical origin, 153, 154, 156. 
belief m, in Plato and the CJpani- 
shads, 2 1 4-2 1 5. 
chael, the Stammerer, 465. 
me’s edition of Bionysius the 
veopagite, 467. 

^.ation of souls, 335. 
iky Way, 145, 170, 177. 

— and Pythagoras, 145. 

Oiion and Cams, 146. 

names for, 170. 

Mills, 1871 
‘Mills of God,’ 3 * 

Milman on the intermediate agency 
between God and creation, 401. 

— on Bionysius, 476. 
Mima./?is.Vsiltras, 98 

— Pibva. and Uttara, 98, 99, 

Mind, the breath of God, 4 ^ 9 > 42®* 
Minokhiicil, weighing of the dead 

in, 201 
unos 6471. 


Minuciiis Pelix, 372. 

Mira, not miracula, 25. 

Miracles, 24, 25. 

— phyi.ical, 543. 

Miru, or Muiu, mistress of the 
nether woild, 229, 230, 230 m. 
Mithra, Vedic Mitra, 182, 194, 202, 
206. 

Mitra, 182- 

Modern date of Sacred Books, 30. 
Mohammedan prayer, 21. 

— conquest of Per>ia, 41. 

— poetry, half- erotic, half-mystic, 

35 ®* 

Mohammed’s idea of God, 347. 
Moira, 389 
Molinos, 462 

Money, Phoenician and Egyptian 
love of, 85. 

Monism in India and Greece, 270. 

— of Origen, 450. 

Monogenes, x, 366, 410. 

— of Plato, 394. 

— the only-begotten, 409. 

— in Parmenides, 410 

— Supreme Being, 410. 

— in the Timaeus, 410. 

— as used by Valentinus, 41 1, 

— applied to the visible word, 41 1 

— used in Old Testament, 41 1. 

— m Book of Wisdom, 41 1. 
Monotheism of the Avesta, 48. ^ 

— the original, of the Zoroastrians 

replaced by Bualism, iS6. 

— no trace of this in the Veda, 

1S7. 

Montamsts, 453- 

Moon questions the soul, 120, 121. 

— soul in the, 146, 147, 150. 

— source of life, 147? 148, 149. 

— waxing and waning of, 147, 148. 

— among Hottentots, 148. 

— souls leaving, 158 

More’s, Henry, verses on the soul, 
276- 

— and the Holenmerian theory, 2 So 
— - quoted 324, 541 

— on the Tk^oloijia Germamca, 

511- 
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Moses and tlie Shepherd, 23. 

— Jews at the time of, 70. 

— use of name as author, 365 n* 
Mother-of-pearl and silver, 298. 

— or nurse of ail things, 402. 
Mn'tyu, 79, 

fivrjcnSf 481. 

Muir, Dr., derivation of brdhman, 
241, 

Miihhyapra?2a, 305. 

Muller, Friedrich, 37 n. 
Mu^idaka-Upanishad, 1 20. 

— soul after death in, 124. 

Muspel, sons of, 169. 
fivarat or <pQi 3 Ti^ 6 p,€VOii 481. 
Mysteries among the Neo-Platon- 

ibts, 428, 429, 

— and magic, 429, 

— meaning nothing mysterious, 48 1 . 

— denied by Clement, 482. 

— Macarius on, 482, 

— of Dionysius, 482. 

Mjstic Christiamty, 462, 499, 505, 

— likeness to Veddntism, 526. 

— oneness with G-od, 533. 

— philosophy, 284. 

^ — religion, 91* 

— objections to, 526. 

excessive asceticism, 526. 

— theology, 482, '483. 

— Thoiuck^s definition of a, 484- 
485 ^ 

objections to, 487. 

— union, 479. 

— — five stages of, 480, 

— taught by the Keo-PIatonists, 

480. 

Mystical theology of the Sufis and 
Yogis, 353. 

Mysticism and Christian mysticism, 
484, 

— of Eckhart, 511. 

Mystics, Carman, 297. 

Mythological :t.udie«t, Aryan founda- 
tion of, 7 

« — language nusundeistood, I41. 

NAS^IKETAS, 223. 

Is' am an, name, 79. 


HImarfipa, 286. 

Nl.onhaithya, 186. 

ISTaraka, hell, 167. 

: Nar^samsa, Nairy^sanha, 182. 
Nasatyau, 182 w. 

Nasks, the, 4i“'46. 

— collected in eighth and end of 

ninth centimes, 41, 42, 

— three only complete, 42. 

— imperfect in the time of V ologesis 

i h 39* 

I — division in the very early, 4a, 

I — those now held sacred, 43. 

— three classes of, 44. 

ISTatas 163, ^ ‘ 

Nature, infinite in, 105. 
Naturalreligion^vii, 88,89,496, 539. 

— the foundation of our belief in 

God, 4. 

— St. PauFs regard for, 536* 
Natural revelation, 7, 

traced in the Veda, 8« 

Neander, xv, 

Nehemiali Nilakan^/ia Gore, 317 
Neo-Platonism, spread of, in t 
East, 342, 359. 

— in its pagan form in Procl»^ 

462. 

1 Neo-Platonists, 373, 380. 

; — i and the wisdom of the East, 8 
I — and their trust in sentiment a 
ecstasy, 425-427. 

— and Stoics, 42 5-42 7» 

— their visions, 426. 

— belief in a Primal Being, 427, 

— soul as image of the eternal Non 

427. 

— mystery among, 4 2 8. 

— claimed revelation, 428. 

— universal religion, 428. 

— their mischievous intiaence, 429, 
Nescience, 26S, 272, 274, 384, 310, 

321, 535* 

— divides the individual and tha 

supreme soul, 272 

— • or Avidya, the cause of plieno- 
nieiial semblance, 273 

— can be T*emoved by ti ri only 

293- 
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Kestoriiis, 443, 

Newman, his definition of real reli- 
gion, 90, 336. 

New Testament, reference to lost 
books, 34, 35. 

— - language easy, 1 79. 

Nibelunge, German of the, 51 1. 
Nicaea, council of, 373, 374, 463. 
Nicholas I, Pope, 466. 

Niedner, xv. 

Nine classes of transmigration, 163. 
— - — of Mann, 163, 164, 215, 231, 

— — of Plato, 164, a 15, 221, 

Niobe, 64'»» 

Nirtikta, 172. 

Nirvana, 308. 

' — of the Vedantist, 309, 310* 
Nizi^td, 201. 

Noah, 376. 

N orth- American Indians, their belief 
in a bridge between this world 
and the next, 168. j 
Noumenal world, 270. 

how did it become phenomenal, 
270, 

Indian Vedantist view, 271, 
ous, 01 mind^ 389, 41 1, 420. 

- of Anaxagoras, 391. 

391- 

the eternal, 427. 

mber, conception of universal, 
59 - 

Kum^mins, pupil of Philo, 144, 425, 

425 

t unity of, 440. 

NmnoiaK, some savages with none 
beyond four, 380. 

— boiu>W(.d iroin their neighbours, 

3S0, 

Nsayiah, the five, 43* 

•'OAE, 248. 

Odysseus, 220. 

OiSa, 79. 

* { )ld One on High,’ 387. 

OUl Testament, v/ritmg mentioned 
m, 32 

— lefeienre to lost books in, 34. 
— xiiunes allegoiibed by Philo, 376. 


Old Testament, faint antecedents of 
the Logos in, 381* 

teaching on the soul, 418, 420. 

— — leaves a gulf between God and 

man, 467. 

-—and New Testament, language 
adopted in translating certain 
passages of the Sacred Book$ of 
the Eastf 57, 

6 l 4 n, 64 n, 

Om, 1 1 8, 

Omar ibn el Paridh, 344* 

OP of Parmenides, 334. 

One Being, the, and the human 
soul, 483. 

Oneness of God and the soul, viii, 
S 30 , 534 - 

— of God, in the Avesta and Old 

Testament, 48 

— of the human and divine natures, 

443 * 

— of the objective and subjective 

Deity, 447. 

— how it can be restored, 530. 

Only begotten Son, 413. 

— a Greek thought and used as 

such, 413. 

Oppert, 35 n. 

Oriental and Occidental philosophy, 
striking coincidences between, 
85. 

— such coincidences welcome, 86. 

— influences on early Christianity, 

3C6. 

idea now given up, 367. 

Oiigen, xiii, 372, 384, 424,446, 448, 
454 » 458 » 4 ^ 3 - 

— did not accept physical impossi- 

bilities as inuaele.^, 376. 

— his dependence on the Scriptures, 

419 - 

— on religion for the many, 449, 453. 
— « h’s view of miiaeie«=i, 450. 

— great object of his teaching, 450 

— Chll■^tlall doctrine, the perfection 

of Greek philosophy, 4 50. 

— Monism of, 450 

— on tht" Logo^ 430. 

— Divinity ot Chiibt, 451. 
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Oiigen, angels or rational beings of, 
451, 469^471. 

— - on the Third Person, 452. 

— accepted the Trinity, 452. 

— on souls as fallen, 452. 

— Ms honesty, 457, 458. 

— angels, &c., of, 473 

— denounced in the Middle Ages, 

488. 

— on doctrines for the few, 481, 
Oiigin of species, 3S6, 518. 

— Plato’s ideas, 386. 

Orion, 64 n 

— Miiky Way and Canis, 146. 
Ormazd, 36, 181. 

— Yasht, 54. 

— ■ — an enumeration of the names 
of Ahura, 54. 

— and Drukh, 183. 

— council of, 1 86 

— angels, qualities of, 185, 
Oroniasos, 45. 

Orphics, the, 85* 

Orthodox, 422. 

Ouranos, 410 

*Our Father,’ Christ never speaks 
of, 538. 

Ousia, 5 I 3 > 517- 

— Father and Son sharing the same, 

442. 

— and hypostasis, di^erence be* 

tween, 459 
buOkC, 78 

ovcrta 6 \eptJ.€pT}Sj 280. 

PlDA, 98. 

Pahlav, parthav, 36, 37. 

Paw/i,ai atnkas, 276 
Pantaenus, xiii, 436, 451. 

— found St. Matthew’s Gospel in 

India, 436. 

Pantheism, 270, 514, 515. 

— and St Paul, 94. 

Pantheistic heresies of fourteenth 

century, 503. 

Papal infallibility, 543, 

Papias, XIV. 

vnpdSeiyfia 415. 

P41 adise, 203. 


Paradises of Good-Thought, Good- 
Word, and Good-Deed, 1 97, 198. 
ParaA paravataA, 116, 1 16 n. 
vapdtcXijros, 416. 

Param andAparam Brahman, 3 id. 
Paramatman, the Highest Self, 314. 
Pari^ama, 298, 

Pariwama-vS,cla, 317, 318, 
Parliament in Japan, 381. 
Parmemdes, 330, 333, 410. 

— like the later Upanishads, 333. 

— his idea of the One Being, 333, 

334 - 

— darkness and light, 334. 

— and the migr^ttion of souls, 335. 
Parsis, revelation or holy question, 

55 - 

— and the summer solstice, 145. 
Parthians, 37. 

— not Zoroastrians, 40. 

Path of thdGods, 115, 117, 118, 121, 
125, 148, 159, 169, 170, 277, 
308. 

— Fathers, 117, 125,148, 165 
277> 308. 

— faith in, given up, 283. 

Pathaka, JNIr , 99 n 

Paul and Barnabas quoted, 6* 
Pazend, 37 

Peer, simile of the, 299, 

Pehlevi, or Pahlavi, 36. 

— first traces of,' 37. 

— coins, 46 

— literature, beginning of, 46. 

r bsgians bon owed the names of 
their gods from Egypt, 81. 
Penance, 530 

— shows earnestness, 531. 

People, the, and the priesthood, fior- 

506. 

Persepolis, palace of, burnt by Alex- 
ander, 39, 

Persia, loss of the sacred literature 

35 * 

— sacied books of, known to Greeks 

and Romans, 38 

destroyed by Alexander, 38- 

collected undei Vistasp, 38. 

pieseived by DarM, 38. 
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Persia, Mohammedan conquest of, 41 . 
Persian and Indian thought long 
connected, 65. 

— influence on Sufiism, 342. 

— mobeds, 369* 

‘Person, not a man,’ 115, 115 n., 

m> 135 * 

— follows after the lightning, 135, 

136- » 

Personal gods of the ancients, 235. 
Personality of Jesus, influence of 
the, xiv. 

— of the soul, 310. 

— a limitation of the Godhead, 235, 

23(5. 

Personification, 15 a. 

Pfeiffer, edition of Eckhart, 507. 
Phaedrus, myth of the chariot, 211- 
214. 

Phenicians and Greeks, 62, 63. 
Phenomenal and real, 269 

— and noumenal world, 270. 

— world, jS'ankara*s, 319. 

Philo, xii, 145 n,, 366, 368, 370, 
37 i> 374 , 375 w-, 378 , 384* 
402^,450,463. 

— influence of his works, xv, xvi 

— did not borrow from the East ,368. 

^ — his allegorical interpiebations, 

370. 37 <>, 377 - 

— not a Eather of the Church, 371. 

— a firm believer in Old Testament, 

375 - 

— his toucl^stone of truth, 375. 

— did not accept physical impossi- 

bilities as miracles, 376. 

— on the Cherubim, 377 

— on the creation of Eve, 379. 

— his language and conceiits Greek, 

380. 

— on the Logos, 382. 

— his inheritance, 399. 

— h’s life, 400. 

— Ins philosophy, 40a 

— Ins Jehovah, 400. 

— Ins H}le, 400 
- — ideas of, 401. 

- — welcomes the theory of the Logos, 
401. 


Philo, mythological phraseology of, 
403, 412, 413. 

steeped in J ewish thought, 404. 

— did not identify the Bogos with 

the Messiah, 408 tz* 

— his distinct teaching about ^e 

Logos, 409. 

— his view of man, 409. 

— use of Monogen^s, 411, 412. 

— recognises the Logos in the 

patriarchs, 413, 439. ^ 

— on Jacob’s dream, 414. 

— his knowledge of various tech- 

nical terms, 416. 

— indistinct on the soul and God, 

418. 

— his psychology, 418, 419, 42a 

— on the senses, 419. 

— his use of nous, 420. 

— his bridge from earth to heaven, 

424. 

— eschatological language of, 425. 

— his stoicism, 426. 

— allegorised, the, Old Testament, 

429. 

— the Logos as intervening between 

the Bivine and matter, 455. 

— treatise, DeVtta Gontem^^lativa^ 

ascribed to, 464. 

Philosophy of religion, 3, 

— Indian, 66-68. 

— language the common back- 

ground of, 71, 77. 

— later growth of, 77. 

— begins with doubting the evi- 

dence of the senses, 102 

— and religion, 294, 446^ 455. 

— of Philo, 370. 

— of Clement, 37a 
<pmy 416 n, 

<1 ayrKriios, 48 1. 

Photius, 464. 

Phraortes, from Greek Pravarti, 
205. 

Physicalimpossibilities not accepted 
as miracles by Philo, Clement, 
or Origen, 376. 

— leligion, 89, 90, 106, 160, 

541 * 



572 


INDEX. 


Fli jsical Eellgion, importance of tlie 
Teda for, 95. 

last Jesuits of, 232, 

— science, wild dreams of, 38S. 

— teaching of Xenoplianus, 332, 

333* 

Pindar, 210. 

Pirate, 

Pitaras, not in Avesta, 205, 

— the Vedic, 207, 

— the Fathers in the Veda, Fra- 

va&his in the Avesta, 204. 
Picns, 121 

‘ * — and the summer solstice, 145. 

— or Fathers, 190, 191. 

as conceived in the Vedic Hymns, 

invoked in the Vedic Hymns, 
/91- 

Pi tnyana, the Path of the Fathers, 

117^130, 148 ^ 

— belief in, the earliest period, 150. 
Plato, 85, loa, 144, 244, 287»,, 299, 

373> 375> 3^^» 400, 

426, 430, 521. 

— uses Oromasos for Ahuramazda, 

45. 

— the philosopher from the He. 

brews, 82. 

— in E^pt, 82, 84. 

— and Aristotle knew Zoroaster's 

name, 83, 

— in the East, 84. 

— nine classes of rebirths, 164, 215 

— ide^, 104, 105.205, 387, 389, 392* 

469, 510. 

— and the Upanishads and Avesta, 

similarities between, 308, 200, 
213. 

his mythological language, 209* 

— asserts the immortality of the 
. soul, 210. 

length of periods of metempsy- 
chosis, 216. 

— the philosophers of India, coinci- 

dences between, 217, 220. 

— stronger ditferenees, 220. 

hr&t idea of metempsychosis 
puiely ethical, 218. 


Plato, on Xenophanes’ tenet*?, 331, 
—* Phi ionizes, or Philo Platoiiizes, 

371. 

— J nstin Mai tyr on, 373, 

his ideas on the origin ofspecie=f. 
3S6, 392. 

— his one pattern of the world 

— highest idea of the good, 393, 

394* 

— his Cosmos, 394, 

— soul divine, 395. 

— called the Attic Moses, 415. 

— his Tunit}^, 440. 

on the body as opposed to the 
soul, 527 

— der gidze Pfaife, 509, 

Platonists at Cambridge, 323. 

— their likeness to the Upanishads 

and Vedixntists, 321. 

Plato’s authonty, 208. 

Play on words, 2 78. 

Pliny on Hermippos, 38, 83. 

Plotinus, teaching of, on the soul, 

3 So. ' 

— on Jupiter, 422. 

— follower of Pliilo, 424. 

— on absoiption in the absolute. 

— his attention to Eastern religions, 

428* 

and the Christian religion, 420. 
hts letter to Flacciis, 430, 

— and the ecstatic state, 433, 

445* 


Plutarch, 38, 83,“ 470. 

— on Dainiones, 471, 472. 

Po, night, 228. 

Poetical language of Sufii«?m, 340. 
Poetry of the Mohammedans, half- 
erotic, half-mystic, 3K0. 
Polycarp, 454. 

Polynesian converts, language of, 

367 ® ' 

Polyncbians on the immortality of 
the soul, 226^231. 

^^^^506 m Germany, 
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Popnlar religion for tlie unleamed, 
522. 

Porpliyrios, 144--145 n., 425 w., 429, 
433« 

— on the tropics, 144, 

— on Origen, 450. 

Potter’s wheel, simile of, applied to 
^ the free soul, 309, 

Powers, 475. 

, fraetical religion for the many, 
449* 

Prapapati, 96, 121, 122, J30, 133, 
241, 247, 250, 251, 272. 

— ms iBrst lesson on Self, the refiec* 

tion, 252, 262. 

-—his second lesson, dreams, 254, 

263. 

— his third lesson, dreamless sleep, 

255» 263. 

— his last lesson, the true Self, 256, 

264. 

— on the Highest Self, 267. 

— a later deity, 259. 

— his teaching to Indra, 261. 
Pra^^, knowledge, 123, 124. 
PramadadUsa Mitra and the simile 

of the peer, 299. 

Pram^was, two, 102, 

Prana, breath, for the godhead, 

237* 

— spirit, 245, 247, 248. 

Pratika, 295. 

Pratyaksha, sensuous perception, 
102, 293. 

Pravartin, Sk., 205. 

Prayer, as petition, unknown to the 
Buddhists, 12. 

— known to the Confucians, la. 

— Greek, 13. 

— Egyptian, 13. 

— Accadian, 34, 

— Babylonian, 15. / 

— Vedic, 16, 17. 

— Avestic, 18. 

— Zoroastrian, 19. 

— Chinese, 20. 

— Mohammedan, 21. 

— - Modem Hindu, 2l. 

Prayers, ancient, 12. 


Predicates of the Godhead, 402. 
Prepositions, 78. 

Piimal cause, 388. 

Prime moTer of Aristotle, 395, 
Principalities, 475. 

Proclus, hierarchies of, 164, 165. 

— on the Mystse, 428. 

— his connection with the mediaeval 

mystics, 429, 430. 

— and Neo-Platonism, 462. 

— or Proculus, studied by Eckhart, 

Prophets and the Divine Spirit, 42a 
'jfpoinSyovos, 41 5. 

Prototokos, X. 

Psalmist's view of Jeliovah, 50. 

237. 

Psychic, 91. 

Psychological Mythology, 75, 

— Beligion, 91. 

— meaning of, 91. 

— — importance of the Vedanta lor, 
t 95* 

— — the gist of, 106- 

— Eeligion or Theosophy, 541. 
Pulotu, or Purotu, the &imoan 

heaven, 228. 

Punishment of the wicked in the 
Avesta, 203. 

— — little about, in the Upam- 

shads, 263, 

Purgatory among the J ews, 200. 

— called Hahiistakan in the Avesta, 

226. 

Puiusha, 244, 246, 24»7, 252. 
Purusho manasaA, w*> 

POrva Mlmamsa, 98, 99, 306. 

— — ascribed to Badarayawa, 99, 

lOI. 

Phrvapakshin, 265, 

POshan, 138. ^ 

Pythagoras and his studies in Egypt, 
82, 84. 

— whence his belief in metempsy- 

chosis, 85, 152. 

— and the Milky Way, 145. 
Pythagoreans, 77. 

— schools of the, 328. 

— diSerent classes, 328. 
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QUIETISM, 493. 

RA, the sun*gocl, 337, 229. 

Rabia, the earliest Sufi^ 340-341, 
343 - 

Rabbis, their teaching on man’s 
good and evil works, 200 

— — on Paradise, and twelve 

months’ purgatoiy, 200. 

m advance of the Old 

Testament, 201. 

Radamanthys, 64 n 
•Rg/anya, warrior-caste, 247* 

■Ra^u, 120. 

Ra»*nbow, 169, 170, 177. 

— Dame as the Devayana, 171. 

-- live colours of, 171. 

iisltt and seed as illustration of 

^ ^ God’s work, 307, 

— ;kbhasas, 163. 

P tnann^a, 273, 313, 315, 316. 

— commentary by, 100, loi, 107, 

108, 1 13, 

— holds the theory of evolution, 

108, 298, 317. 

— Brahman of, 108. 

represents an eailier period of 
Upanishad-doctrine, 113. 

— on the sotil after death, 114 

— and Sankara, their diffeiences, 

^314-319; 

— his teaching about Brahman, 

315* 317- 

*— — and about the individual soul, 

315. 

luimatlrtlia, in. 

K’ammohun Roy, his faith, 375. j 
Raratongan heaven, 228, 229* 
Rashnft, 202, 206 

— weighs the dead, 302. 

Reality, two kinds of, to the Vedan- 

tist, 320. 

Reason, xi, 378, 447. 

— and the flaming sword, 378* 

— whose is it? 387. 

— spirit, and appetite as forming 

the soul, 418. 

— the supreme power to Philo, 

421. 


Reason, chief subject of 
thought, 426. 

Relationship due to common 
humanity, 59. 

— — common language, 61. 

— really historical, 62. 

— of mere neighbourhood, 62. 
Relative pronoun, 78. 
lieligio, 535. 

Religion, philosophy of, v, 

— historical documents for studying 

the origin of, 27. 

— and mythology, common Aryan, 

72 

— constituent elements of, 87. 

— system of relations between man 

and God, 336. 

— Disraeli on, 336. 

— a bridge between the visible and 

invisible, 361. 

— and philosophy, 446, 455. 

— object of true, 449. 

— must open a return of the soul to 

God, 474 

— Physical, Anthropological, and 

Psychological, 541. 

— the bridge between the Finite 

and the Infinite, 538. 

— Principal Caird’s definition of, 

Religions, comparative study of, 
raises our faith in Christianity, 
24. 

— advantage of this study, 34, 
Religious language, 28* 

of ancient India, 29. 

lesson of, 29. 

— thought, borrowing of, 367, 

Renan, 464 w. 

Resurrection, fate of the soul at 
the, according to the Zoroas- 
trians, 193-195- 

Re-union of the Soul with C od, 535. 

— ^ two ways of, 535. 

— Christian expression for, 
Revelation, natural, 7, 

trac^ in the Veda, 8. 

or the holy question of the* 
Parsis, 55. 
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Bevelation, intenial and external, 
485. 

Reverence for God, want of, 534. 
B^ville,, M,, on tlie religions of 
Mexico and Fern, 86. 

Rewards and punishments after 
death, 195. 

— — * EarathnshtraqueationsAhnra- 
inazdaon, 195-199. 

Shabanus Manms, 500 «. 

Seasons, 121 tu 
'KUHird of St. Victor, 488. 
ftff -eda, no knowledge of hell, 166. 

nor of annihilation, 166. 

Tiishis, 306. 

Hisiiig on the third night, Persian 
belief in, 194 n. 

— — day, J ewish belief in, 1 94 n. 
JSita,, Right, same as the Logos of 

Heraclitus, 390. 

River dividing heaven and heU, 146, 
Road beginning with light, 1 27, 1 28. 
Rome borrowed religious language 
from Greece, 368. 

Boots, expressive of acts, 153, 

— hence Energism, 153. 

Rope and snake, 298. 

Both, 85. 

Both, 166. 

— on Brahman, 241. 

Russian peasant covering his Eikon, 

487. 

Buysbrook, 506. 

SAAGA, great medicine man, 224, 
225. 

<8abala, 120. 

Sacred books, their value, 56. 

•— — danger of using biblical lan- 
guage in translating the, 57. 
of ancient religions, no system 

in, 87. 

— — how classified, 87. 

— — of India, fragmentary charac- 

ter of, 33. 

— - Books of the East, vi. 

imperfect, 27. 

— — author’s edition of, 30. 

— — modem date of, 30. 


Sacred Books of the East, wisdom 
of, 143- 

native interpreters often 

wrong, 143. 

Sacrifice, the origin of religion, 88. 
Sacy, Be, Sylvestre, 337, 

Slidhyas, 164. 

Sady, 346. 

Said and Mohammed, poem on, 348. 
Sa.kM, meaning of, 34. 

Sahwyya, the city, 122. 

Samanyioi or Buddhists, 46 

— mentioned by Clement of Alex- 

andm, 46 n. 

Sawsai-a, course of the world, 277. 
Samyagdar«ana or complete insight, 
293, 302. 

iSankara, commentary of, 126, 136 
i 234, 241, 
i 8 ankara, 113, 116 n. 

— the best exponent of the Vedanta, 

II 3 - 

— on the soul after death, 114, 

— and Schopenhauer,* 281. 

— and Natural Religion, 31 X. 

— Ills school, 313. 

— a Monist, 314, 

— and R^anuya, their differences, 

314-319* 

— his teaching about Brahman, 31 5, 

317- 

— holds the theory of illusion, 317. 

— points of resemblance with 

manupa, 318. 

— his fearless arguments, 319. 

— his phenomenal world, 319. 
/Sankara’s commentary on the Dia- 
logue on Self, 261. 

— difficulties, 262, 265-268. 

— considers the Atman always the 

same, 272. 

Nafikarak^iya, 99 fi., 100, 107, Xli- 
commentary by, 99, loi. 

— holds the theory of nescience, 1 08. 

— his view of Br^man, 108. 
Sanskrit, lost books in, 33. 

— words in China, 368. 

I Sararaa, the dogs of, 190. 

I Saranyu— Eimnys, 73. 
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SarpedoB, 64 
jS'arva, 182 n. 

Varvara = Kerberos, 73, 

Sass?iiians, 40* 

revive Eoroastrianism, 40. 

Sat, beiog, 94, 96, 335. 

Sattya, 279. 

Sattyam, Hattya, 278, 279. 
Satyabiiedavada and Bbedabheda- 
vada, 275, 376. 
jSaurva, 186 
Scbein and Sein, 167 «• 

Schelling, xv. 

Scbiller/DieWeltgesohichte ist das 
Weltgericbt/ I. 

ScWegel, 365 n, 

Schmidt, Carl, 531* 

Scholastic theology, 483, 499, 
Schoolmen, the, 505. 

— true spiri tual Christianity in their 

teaching, 525, 

Schopenhauer and fihnkara, 281. 

— • on Ecldiart, 51 1. 

Science, a, can be studied apart from 
its history, 3, 4. 

— of Thought, 521. 

Scotus Erigena, 297, 514. 

— — translates the works of Diony- 

sius the Areopagite, 465, 466, 

474 - 

Seasons, brothers of the Moon, 1 2 1 ». 

— genii of the, 12 1 w. 

Selene, moon, 29. 

Self, the, 96, 105, 160, 239, 350, 251, 
262, 272, 447. 

— the All m All, 93. 

— not different from Brahman, 106. 

— dialogue on, 250-256. 

•— to be worshipped and served, 253, 

— the Highest, the Divine Self, 

361, 268, 316, 325. 

— means the individual, 266. 

— jSankara’s view, 267. 

— the Jiving, never dies, 288. 

— or Atman, 301. 

— asserts its independence, 304. 

— is really Brahman, 304, 305. 

— the true, 316, 524. 

— -deceit, Jelld eddin on, 357. 


Self, the true bridge between the soul 
and God, 539. 

««» -knowledge of the Brahmans, 93. 
Semitic and Aryan religions, coinci- 
dences an, 03 . 

— and Greek thought, coincidences 

between, 63, 

SenM, 344» 

Seneca, 509. 

Senses, the five, 300. 

— Philo on the, 4x9. 

Seraphim, 475. 

Sermo, ratio, et virtus, 460. 
Sermons in German, 499 m, 

Seth, 376. 

Setu, bridge, 169. 

Setus or budges, 167. 

Seven sages, 70 

Sextus on Xenophanes, 333. 

Shadow gave the first idea of soul, 
259 - 

Shaikh, 348. 

Shakik, 341. 

Shahpuhar, 40. 

— II, 40. 

— and Attop§.d, their dealings witl 

heresy, 40, 41. 

Shapigan, treasury of, 38, 39, 40. 
Shechinah, 406. 

Shepherd, author of the, 441. 
Simplicius, prayer of, 13. 

— quoted, 333 w., 334 n. 
Sinlessness, 532. 

Sirens from Shir-ch6n, 63 
Slrdzeli, the, 43 

Sita, bright, from asita, dark, 188 
Skambha, name of the Supreme 
Being, 247. 
ciii 6 ., 415. 
iSloka period, l6l. 

Smriti, 273. 

Society Islanders’ heaven, 228-231. 
Bokrates and the Indian philosopher, 
83, 84. 

— and Plato, 391. 

— hia belief m one God, 392. 

— and ^ the thought in all,’ 393. 

— ideas of, 392. 

Solon in Egypt, 83. 
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Soma, 50, 119, 119 139, 140, 

147. 

— tlie moon, 121 n* 

Soma-loving Fatliers, 191, 192. 

Son of God, xi, xii, xii tt,, 404. 

Tertullxan s defimtion, 461. 

and humanity, oneness and 

difference of, 536. 

— of man, xii. 

Songs of ^lomon, 350. 

Sons of God, 365, 542. 

Sophia or Episteme, 402 n., 406. 
crofposy 344. 

Soul, 105, 447. 

— return of, to God after death, 

92. 

— and God, 91, 92, 336. 

— early Christian view of, 94. 

— Neo-Platonist view of, 94. 

— to God, teaching of the XJpani- 

shads on the relation of the, 

113* 

— Vedanta theories on the, 113. 

— its return to the Lower Brah^n, 

114. 

— in the worlds of Bridiman, 116. 

— questioned by the moon, lao, I2l. 

— in the moon, 146, 147, 

— eaten by the Devas, 146, 147. 
return of, to earth as rain, 154, 

155* 

— clear concept of, in the XJpani- 

shads, 154. 

— passing into grain, &c., 155, 156., 

— good attain a good birth, 156, 

— bad, become animals, 156. 
dangers of, when it has fallen as 

ram, 157. 

— unconscious in its descent, 157. 

— immortality of the, 158^ 

— moral government in the fate of 

the, 158. 

-<-in the Avesta, immortality of, 
190 

— path of, inthe Vedic Hymns, 190. 

— fate of, at the general resurrec- 

tion, 193. ' 

— and body, strife between, in the 

Talmud, 201. 

il) P 


Soul, arrival of, before Bahman and 
Ahuramazda, 203, 278. 

— after passing the Mm&i bridge, 

203 

— tale of the, 210. 

— immortality of, asserted by Plato, 

210, 211. 

— nam^ for the, 248. 

— has many meanings, 249. 

— who or what has a, 257. 

— first conception of, from shadow, 

H9: 

— first idea of, arose from dreams, 

259 - 

— true relation of, to Brahman, 265. 

— Vedilntist view, 271. 

— true nature of the individual, 269. 

— individual and supreme, 272. 

— not a created thing, 275. 

— Henry More’s verses on, 276. 

— Plotinus on, 280. 

— nature of, and its relation to the 

Divine Being, 280. 

— and Brahman, identity of, 282, 

283, 284. 

— different states of the, 307, 308. 

— personality of, 310. 

— - the individual, 312. 

— in its true essence is God, 323. 

— and God in Sufiiam, 337, 338, 

. 339. 347, 363- 

— mVedantism, 338. 

— JeUM eddlu on, 357. 

— - individual and 362. 

— return from the visible to the 

invisible world, 362. 

— of the Stoics, 398. 

— universal, 399. 

^ — Philo indistinct on its relation to 
God, 418. 

— its wider meaning to Philo, 4x8. 

— its threefold division, 4x8* 

— its sevenfold division, 419. 

— perishableandimpen^blepartsy 

419. 

— Old Testament teaching on, 418, 

430. 

— * as coming from and returning ts 
God, 4*3, 434. 
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Soul» influenced by matter, 4ay. 

— the beautiful in the, 43a. 

— of God and eternal, 451. 

— every fallen, 452, 

— and the One Being, 483. 

— Eckhart on, 515, 516. 

— iomething uncreat^ in, 516. 

— Divine element in the, 516. 

— birth of the Son in the, 516. 

— founded by Eckhart on the Di- 

vine Ground, 533. 

— in its created fom separated 

from God, 523. 

— * its relation to God according to 
Eckhart, 524. 

— oneness with God, 534, 

— and the metaphor of the aun’s 

rays, 540. 

— after death, journey of the, 113 

H seg. 

— ' ^ — passages fiom the XJpani- 
^ads, 114 9 t ieq. 

— — . — met iW one of the faithful, 

115 It., 116 n. 

— — ^ wanderings of, 143. 

three stages in the Upani- 

ahads, 150. 

— — — . tot stage, 150. 

second stage, 150. 

— — — third sti^i 151. 

2k>roastrian teaching on, 

— — — Plato’s views, ao8, 209. 

— — — . silence of Buddha on, 233. 

— — — all other religions on, 333. 
Souls, weighing of, 167- 

leaving the moon, 159. 

— in the world of the g^, 159. 

— before the throne of Brahman- 

160. 

— of the wicked, fate of, 198. 

— revisiting earth among the Hai- 

das, 324. 

— ethical idea, 325. 

— of ' those who die on a pillow/ 

238 , 329 n. 

— sdniillatioDs of €k>d, 276. 

— receiving bodies according to 

their deeds, 301. 


Soul’s inseparateness from Brahman, 
126. 

— journey more simple in the Avesta 

than in the TJpanishad^ 204. 
Sparks and fire, 275. 

Special revelation needed for a belief 
in God, 5. 

Species, cfSo?, 386, 388. 

— evolution of, 387- 

— the ideas of Plato, 392. 
Speculations on Brahman, later, 378. 
Speculative school, 530. 

Speech, universal, 59. 

Spenser, odes of, 353. 

Spenta Armaiti, 206. 

Spentd mainyu, the beneficent spirit, 
183, 184. 

— — b^ame a name of Ahura- 

mazda, 185. 

{TWfpfULTiKdif 398. 
a<paipo€ihf)t, 237- 

Sphere, concept of the perfect, 3(6 
Spiegel, 46 48 n. 

Spinoza, 102. 

SpiritWorld, names for, among Poly- 
n^ans, 2 28. 

Spirit, as Woid, Beason, and Power, 
461. 

Spiritism, 153. 

Spiritiis, Tertullian’s use of, 461. 
Spitama Zarathushtra, 205. 
Sprenger, 344 n, 
iSraddadhau, credidi, 79. 
jSr&ddha, 204. 
iSrd,ddhai, 191. 

Srdsh, aot, 302. 

iSruti, or inspiiation, X02, X04, X37, 
141, 268, 272. 

— is the Veda, 104. 

— difiiculties created by, 137. 

— Br&hmanas are, 141. 

— only removes nescience, 293 

St- Augustine, 457, 462, 472, 505, 

509- 

— on God made man, 323, 421, 

444. 45 < 5 . 

— a Keo-Platonist, 429. 

— on the speaking of God, 531. 

St Basil, 402. 
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Si, Basili Ms disHiiction between 
ktip 6 ypara and Uy^mira^ 481. 

St. Bernard, 345, 457, 462, .^6-488, 
494 > 505* 

on the Christian life, 489. 

— Ms Ecstasis, 490. 

Ms twelve degrees of hnmility, 
49a 

resembles the Ved^ntisfcs and 
Keo-Platonista, 491. 

^ Ms position in the Church and 
State, 492, 
and A^l^, 492. 

— Ms theology and lif(^ 49a, 

— and the Crusades, 492. 

St. Chrysostom, 509. 

St. Clement of iJexandna, xii, xiii, 

397. 3841 433 » 434. 434 » . 4 ^ 3 . 

517- . 

— complams of plagiarism, 371. 

— superior to St. Paul, 435. 

— .why he became a Christian, 435. 
— *M8 Master, 436. 

— his faith in the Old Testament, 

436* 

Ms allegorical interpretation of 
the New Testament, 436. 
Trinity of, 436, 437, 44a. 

— Logos of, 437, 439, 444. 

— recognised Jesus as the Logos, 

4381 440- 

“^Holy Ghost of, 440, 442. 

Ms idea of personality, 442. 

— ‘Oneness of the human and divine 
natures, 443, 444. 

— Ms idea of Christ, 444. 

— Ms teaching for babes, 445. 

— Ms higher teachii^, 445, 

— knowledge or Gnosis, 445. 

— resembles the Vedlinta teaching 

and not Sufiism, 445. 
on gods and angels, 472. 
on the celestial and earthly Mer- 
archies, 47$ n. 
uncanonis^, 454, 456, 488. 
on the believer, 456. 

St. Cyril, 463. 

St. I^nis, and Dionysius the Areo- 
pegite, 465. 

P 


St. Jerome on new words, 46a 
St. Paul and Pantheism, 94. 

— a philosopMc^ apologete ofChrls* 

tisnity,435. 

St. Theresa, 462. 

St Victors, the two, 525. 
SthMasarlra, the coarse body, 206. 
Stoa, 384. 

Stobaeus, 390- 

Stoical diviaion of the Soul, 419. 
Stoics, 372, 377, 380, 384, 396. 

— Beason or Logos of, 397, 398, 

399 - 

— Hyle, matter, of the, 397. 

— G^ of the, 397. 
true Pantheists, 397. 

•— the Logoi of, 397, 398. 

— external and internal Logos, 398., 

— soul living after death, 398. 

— universid soul, 398. 

— and Neo-Platonists, 424-427. 

— and God, 426. 
iStidra caste, 247. 
iSihdras, 163. 

— can study the YedUnta, 330. 

Sod, son of the season, 160. 

— Fakir, Darwlsh, 344, 

— poets, extracts ^m, 354-361. 

— derivation 338, 339, 344. 

— doctrines, abstract of, 339. 

— Eabia the earliest, 340. 

— terms derived from Christianity, 

343. 

— four stages of the, 348. 

Sufiism, its origin, 3^7. 

— not geneidogicsdly descended firom 

Ved^ntism, 337, 

— soul and God in, 337. 

— Tholuck on, 338. 

— Mahommedan in origin, 338* 

— treatises on, 348. 

— Persian influence on, 342. 

— its connection with early Chris- 

tianity, 342, 343. 

— the founder of, 343. 

— poetical language of, 349. 

— morality of, 354. 

— may almost be called Chris^n, 

369 - 

2 
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Sufii$m, Christianity and the Ve- 
danta-philosophy, coincidences 
between, 366. 

Sufis, the, 338, 539. 

— their belief, 339. 

— traces of Platonism among the, 

342. 

— wrote both in Persian imd Arabic, 

344- 

— their asceticism, 345, 

— • their saintdike lives, 345. 

— J ellal eddln on the true, 346, 

— “ little theosophic philosophy 

among, 346. 

— mystical theology of, 

— appeal to Jesus, 360. 
Shkshmasarira, the subtle (astral ?) 

body, 295, 

— Theosophists and, 305. 

Summer Solstice, 145, 

the ayana of the Pitris, 145, 

146. 

among the Parsis, 145, 

Sun, JelUl eddln on, 356. 

— and its rays, metaphor of the, 

^ 539> 540 

Supaiftas 163, 

Supernatural religion, vii. 

Supreme Being, 239, 241, 273, 447. 

one, in the Vedas, 50. 

Xenophanes on, 50. 

in the Avesta, 50, 

of both Jews and Greeks 

separated from man, 379. 

or Monogen^s, 410-412. 

above J upiter, 423. 

Supreme Soul, 272. 

Suras, how the word was formed, 187. 

— connected with svar, 188. 

Suso, 506. 

— his penances, 531. 

Sfitra, 97. i 

— style, 97 127, 130, 132, 133, 

134 > 

Sutras, alone almost unintelligible, 

— laws of Manu existed first as, 

161. 

— and their commentaries, 370. 


Svargaloka, 159, 171. 

Svarga- world, 120. 

Svayambbfi, 248. 

^vetaketu and his father, 285-290 
i^ama, 120. 

Synesius, Bishop, 373. 

Synod of Antioch, 41 2. 

— of Trier, 503. 

<rwTi§//37<n!?, 524. 

TAHITIAN heaven, 328. 

— faith, 231. 

Talmud and Christian doctrines, 9 
10. 

— no bridge to another life in the 

174. 

— strife between soul and body, 201. 
Tangiia, iron-wood tree for souls, 

230, 

Tartarus, 217, 

Tat tvaiu asi, 105, 379, 285, 291. 
Tauler, 457, 487, 506, 536. 

— his seiinons, 506. 

— bon owed from Eckhart, 506 
stillness and silence taught by, 

529. 

— discouraged extreme penance, 

529 

— led an active life, 529. 

— on confession, 530. 

— on visions, 531. 

— on smlessnesrt, 533. 

Telang, Mr , 99 n. 

Temple, Hr., on the personality ol 
God, 235. 

Tertulhan, 434, 460 
■*“ his equivalents for Xiogos, 

460 

— on the Son of God, 461* 

— spirit us, 461. 

^ Tov ovTo^ Oia, 214, 

Thales, 80, 83. 

That and thou, ident ty of the, 106. 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, 443. 
Theodoras, 464. 

Theologia Oemmnica, 510, 510 ». 

Henry More on, 51 1. 

Theologos, name for St. John, 453 n. 
Theology, 87. 
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Theology, lessons of comparatiYe, 
178. 

mystic and scholastic, 48a. 
Theopompos, 45. 

Theos, 447. 

0 € 6 s and 6 ^€<5y, 456, 459. 

0 ko)<ns, 4S1, 483, 482 n, 

Theosophic, 91. 

— philosophy of the Vedi.ntist, not 

of the Snfis, 346. 

Theosophy, 91, 92, 106, 541. 

— true meaning of, xvi. 

— m Christianity, 446. 

— highest lesson of, 539. 
Theiapeutai, the, 464. 

Thihaut, 99, 100, 275 ». 

— on Ram^nu^a, 313. 

‘ Thinking and willing,’ 383. 

Thiid or evil road, 130. 

Verson of the Timity, 441. 

— probably a Jewish idea, 441. 
— Ongen’s view, 452. 
oluck, 463, 467. 
on Bufiism, 338. 
on mysticism, 484* 
omas Aquinas, v, 297, 463, 466, 
474. 494. 499. 509. 512, 

525* 

— — follows and eiependa on 

Dionysius, 484, 495 

on taith and knowledge, 494 

not a true mystic, 494 

— — likeness to, not oneness with 

God, 495. 

— — free from theological pre- 

judice, 496. 

— — knowledge of God, 496. 

-- — UL* ellectual vision, 497. 

— — (»fi creation, 514. 

Thom«, 174 n. 

‘ Thou art that,’ 368, 2S4, 

Thought of God, 412. 

Tliought-j and woids, unbroken chain 
of, 522. 

Three qualities, the, 162 

— Fates, Er before the, 219. 
Thrones, 475. 

Tilak, B G., the antiquity of the 
Vedas, 145. 


Tin-tir, lord of, 14. 

Todas, bndge to anothei Mfe among 
the, 173. 

— heaven and hell, 174. 
rh %v Kok rd 6 vf 237. 

Td Sv, 78. 268, 278, 331, 334, 410, 

, ,447.468. 

TO 0 PTWS OU, 379* 

Translation from Vedllnta-sfiitraa, 
127 ef seq. 

Transmigration in the Laws of 
Manu, 161. 

— • nine classes of, 163* 

— no trace of, in Extern Pacific, 

231. 

Trier, Synod of, 503 
Tnmfirti, 341, 243. 

Trinity of Sk Clement, 436. 

— of Plato, 440. 

•— of Numemus, 440. 

— of Origen, 452. 

Tropics of Porphyrius, 144. 

— as gates for the soul, 145. 

True, the (^Satyam), 213. 

— coming back to the, 288. 

Truth, not served by assertions, 7. 

— universality of, 51. 

— underlying myth, 222. 

— touchstone of, 375, 

Tundalas, poem of, 170. 

Two gates, or two mouths, 144. 

primeval principles, 184. 

piesent even in Ahuramazda, 

184, 185. 

Tylor, 75. 

Types, 'whence they arise ! 387, 

389- . 

— Huxley 3 idea of, 387, 388, 

UNCERTAINTIES in most an- 
cient texts, III, 

Unicua, not unigenitiis, 41 1. 

Union, not absoiption, 290. 

Union with God, Dionysius «»n, 47S, 
479, 480 

— mystic, 479. 

five stages of, 480. 

I Universal Self, 160 
1 — Soul, 310. 
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TJoki|iowable^ tbei of Agnostics, 
105. 

Unknown, Absolute Being, 236, 
237 - 

Unmindfalness, mer of, 220, 221* 
Unseen in nian, dialogue on tbe, 
1 55 * 

Upadhis, 271, 293, 296, 303, 305. 

— wbat they are, 305. 

— caused by nescience, 305. 
Upanishad doctrine, an early and 

late growth of, 113. 
Upanishads, 77, 79, 80, 94, 95, joi, 
104, 105, 107, 208, 224, 234, 
370, 539 * ^ 

^ are fragsients, 90, 

— different acc nnts of the be- 

ginning in the, 96* 

— revealed, 97. 

diffcult to translate, 109« 

— texts very obscure, 110. 

— author’s translation of, lio* 

— on the relation of the soul to 

God, II3, 

— — different statements on this in 

the, 1 13. 

— on the soul after death, 114 et 

seq. 

- historical progress in the, 

125. 

- attempt to harmonise the differ- 

ent statements in the, 127. 

- not in harmony with the Mantras, 

137 * 

— no attempt to harmonise them 

with the teaching of the Vedas, 
141. 

— three stages of thought as to the 

soul, 150, 

— thological language inter- 
preted, 142. 

— on the return of souls to earth, 

154* 

— belief in invisible things in the, 

154. 

— knowledge or faith better than 

good works in, 190. 

— a later development lihiin the 

Vedic Hymns, 193. 


Upanishads, struggle for a higher 
idea of the Gcdhead, 238. 

— the Supreme Being in, 239. 

— some passages early in, 291. 

— evolution in, 297. 

— equivocal passa^s in, 312. 

— strange to us, 322, 323. 

— germs of Buddhism in, 325* 

— their doctrine called Bahasya, 

secret, 329. 

— study of, restricted, 329. 

— the psychological problem idways 

uppermost, 335. 

— study of, a hdp to reading Eck- 

hart, 5x1. 

Upis in Artemis Upis, 64 n, 

Urd, well of, 169. 

Utkr^nti, exodus of the soul, 309. 
Uttara Mlmtos^, 98, 99. 

VJlGASANEYAKA, 133. 
Vapasaneyins, 132. 

Vahi^m, 201. 

V^i, 201. 

Vaimanika deities, 163. 
Vaisya-caste, 247, 

Vawyas, 156, 

Vaitarawl, the river, 170. 

Vaifc, 79. 

Valentmians, the, 396. 

Yalkhas, or Vologesis I, 39. 

— preserved the A vesta and Zend, 

39 * 

Vars)"mansar Nask, 56. 

Varuwi, 16, 17, 121, 130, 133, 181. 

— not Ouranos, *73. 

— above the lightning, 132, 135, 

136* 

— Ahuramazda, a development of, 

183. 

Vaughan, Mown with the MyzHcSj 
498 n. 

Vayu, air, wind, 121, 130, 131, 132, 

^ 135, 247* 

Veda, poets of, and Zoroaster left no 
wntten works, 3i, 

— from vid, 35, 

— and Vedanta, 95. 

— o? 5 a, 79. 
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Ted*, lor Tliyide&l and 

Pijcnological Edigion, 95. 

— •uperhuman, 103. 
knowledge, or language, 105. 

— ia iSrati, 104. 

— a book with seven seals, llS. 

— historical growth of, 14a. 

— struggle for hi^er idea of Ike 

Godhead in, 237, 

— the Supreme Being in, 239, 240. 

— study of, restncted, g3a 

— » and Avesta, dose jeomiection of 
languages of, 180. 

— •names shared in common, 182* 

— common background o^ 203. 
Vedanta, 95, 290, 539. 

— literature, thr^ periods of, lOl. 

— schools, two, 107, 113, 114. 

— theories on the soul, 113, 126, 

363, 

hnd^ on 5ruti, 141. 
aoctrine on Immortality, 234. 
as a philosophical system, 28a. 

— stall a religion, 324* 

— moral chanu^ of, 325. 

— safeguards against licence, 326, 

— soul and God in, 336. 

— imparts highest Imowledge, 293. 

— philosophy, 66, 77, 102, 104, 

105,107,108. 

— — on the Sdf, 106. 

— — fundamentd principle of, 284, 

29'2. 

— — differ! frommysdc philosophy, 

284. 

— — creation in the, 296. 

— — rich in similes, 324. 

— — no restriction on the study of, 

3a9- 

— — Sofiism and Christianity, coin- 

cidences between, 366, 459. 

— its growth, 369, 370. 
Vedinta-shtras, 97, 98, 101, X07, 

io8, 234, 2^, 31a. 

— — numlw of, 98. 

— — names of, 98. 

— — truudations o( X14 126. 

li^—tratisla^onof firatShtraof third 

Chap, of fourth Book, 127 H Beq, 


Tedlnta-shkas, God want- 

ing in, 291. 

— — diort tummmy ot 3x7, 
Yedintism, Is ft the or%in of Suh- 

ism! 337. 

— likmiess to mystio CSiristianity, 

53^* 

Tedlm^st,*, on identity alter death, 
258. 

— on the Dialogue with Pragftpa^, 

26X* 

— on the individual sou!, 27i« 

— admits no difference oetween 

cause and ^3. 
Yed&ntisi^ Meatie philciiophers and 
Gemum MysUcs, 280. 

— personal God of the, 32a 

— two kinds of reality to th^ 320. 

— Creator of the, 320. 

— attain the same end as Kant, 32X* 

— on union with Brahman in this 

533* 

Vedic prayers, 16, 17. 

— Hymns, path of the soul In, 19a 

— — invoca^on of the Fathers in, 

19X. 

— poets and phllosoohert advanced 

beyond waat old &ith common 
with the Zmoastzfans, 189. 

— Sansknt difficult, *79. 

— deities, some occur as demons in 

the Avesta, 189. 

Yendtdid and M&ni, 41* 

— or Yindld, 4a, 4^ 

— S&dah, 43. 

— age of, 46. 

— bridge of JOnyal In the, 172. 

— GUkI and the Devil in the, 185* 
Yerbai cqpula, 77. 

Verbum, vridh, word, 242. 
Veigottung and Y«tgottwang,482 n. 
Yesta, 36. 

Yibhu, haE of Brahman, tax, xaa. 
Vid, to know, 35. 

Yipadt river, lai, xaa, 124. 

— means agmess, 14a, 170, aax. 
Yiitakshana, throne, lax, 123, xa4« 

— the feet and sides of, 123. 
ViroXtana, 250, 251, 253, a6o. 
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Virtues, 4fjf, 

Vishnu f 140. 

Visions of ascetics, 528, 531. 
Vispered, the, 43, 

— age of the, 46. 

Ywtasp, sacred books of Zoroaster 
collected under, 38, 
Vjsvakarman, 347. 

Vivarta, 298. 

Vivarta-vada, 3 17, 

Vizaresha, the fiend, 173, 194, 
Vohtimand, good thought, 44, 49, 
56, 186, 203. 

— a parallel to the Holy Ghost, 57* 
Vorstellung, 3854 

VHdh, 242. 

Vj-itiahan, Veda ■■Verethraghna, 
Ayesta, i8a. 

VySaa-shtras, 98. 

WACKEBNAGEL and Weinhold, 
^ . 504 ". 

Waitz, 75* 

Waldensians, 503* 

VVassiljew, 33 «• 

Water the beginning of all things, 
80, 85. 

Waxing and waning of the moon, 
147, 148. 

Weber, 99 166, 167 «. 

Weighing of souls, 167. 

of the dead in the Minokhired, 
2or. 

— by Bashnfi, 20a. 

Weisse, xv, 

Wellhausen, 53. 

W^tgeschichte, ist das Weltgericht, 

I. - 

West, Dr., 42,47, 55 

«-»his translation of the Dlnkardf, 

Westcott, 204, 210 n., 212 n. 

— on the Logos of the Fourth 

Gospel, 414. 

— story of Dionysius the Areopa* 

gite, 463. 

— on the fifth century, 478. 
West-Ostlicher Divan, 337. 

What thou art, that am I,* 160. 


Whinfield on translations of Greek 
books into Arabic, 342. 

— translations from the Mesnevl, 


355 - 


Wicked, punishments of, in Manu, 

165- 

— ‘ cannot find the path of the Fathers 
or Gods, 1 71. 

— burnt by flames i7i» 172. 

— fate of, after death, 198, 199. 
Widow-burning, appeal to lost books. 


00 - 

Wife of God, 402, 

Wilford, 81. 

Will, surrender of our, 542. 
Wisdom, the Semitic not the same 
as the Logos, xi. 

-t of God, 403, 406. 

— personification of, 405. 

— or Sophia, 406, 

— of the Proverbs, 406. 

— as the Father, 407* 

Word, 243. 

— as Brahman, 242, 243. 

— or Logos, 302, 381. 

— not mere sound but thought, 581^ 

385- 

— and thought inseparable, 384* 

— of God, 404, 4^5, 412. 

— of the Father, 513; 

— has lost its meaning, 53 X« 

Words and thoughts, common Aryan 

stock of, 72. 

Works, blessedness acquired by, 148* 

— — return to eartb, 148* 

— are exhausted, 150. 

World of Agni,V&yu, &c., 1 2 1, 133, 

— connected with loka, 133, 133, 
as word and thought, 242* 

— is Brahman, 309. 

-—the intelligible as the Logos, 
407. 

— and all in it, the true Son, 

417* 

— *5 places of enjoyment, 133. 

— -spirit of Plato, 440. 

-wide truths, lo, ll. 

Writing, no word for, in Veda or 
Avesta, 31. 
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Writin^f known in lome books of tbo 
Old Testament^ $3. 

XENOPHANES on one God, 59, 

— on tbe Supreme Being, 235, 

337. 

— Plato and Cicero on, 331. 

— likeness of Ms teaming to the 

Upanisbads, 330, 331, 332, 333. 

— - Sextus on, 332. 

— physical philosophy of, 333. 

YAMA, 190, 193, 234. 

— realm of, 137, 140. 

— first of mortals, 138. 

— the moon, not the sun, 138 «. 

— near the setting sun, 139. 

— tormentor of the wicked, 166. 

— path of, 169. 

— and Varuna, 190. 

— on the fate of the wicked, 217, 

318. 

— in the world of the Fathers, 337, 

328. 

Yamaloka, 146. 

Yashts, the, 43. 

— age of, 46. 

Yasna, the, 43. 

— the old and later, 46. 

Year, from, to the wind, 13a 
Yesyiha, moments, lai, 123. 
Yoga-sfitras, 327, 

Yogins, 327. 

Yogi^ the, 353. 

ZAOTAR, hotar, 65, 

Zarathushtra, 36, 30 ($. 

— author of the G&thas, 44. 

— secession o^firom the Ye^oDeras, 

183. 

— his monotheism, 183. 

— tried to solve the problem of the 

existence of evil, 184. 

— questioned by one of the de- 

parted, Z98* 


Zarathmiitra^s account of Ahura 
Maa^ 51. 

— talk wM Ahnra MiU5d% 54, 55. 

— followers abjuring their faith in 

theBevas, z88. 

a real historic ev^t, 188, 189. 

Zaramaya, oil of, 19S, 22X. 

Zeller, DU JP%Uo»ophU der 
Grieehm^ 81, 82, 83, 84, 107 n., 
aSo 335. 

Zend Avesta, erroneous name, 35, 3fi. 

— translated into Greek, 39. 

— preserved by Volc^esea I, 39. 

— language, 43. 

Zeno, 330. 

— on the Logos, 46a 
Zeus, 105, 313 , 447. 

— deus, bright, 39. 

— or J upito, lesson of, 29. 

— and Byaus, 73. 

— wrong derivation firom {gv, 73. 

— of Xenophanes, 330, 331. 

— — a personal deity, 331. 

Cicero on, 331. 

— of Aristotle, 395. 

Zimmer, Z39 n. 

Zoroaster, miaiysis of his books by 
Hermippus, 83. 

— teaches neither Eire-worship nor 

Bualism, z8o. 

— and the Yedic Bishis, religions 

of, i8i. 

— name known to Plato and Ari- 

stotle, 83. 

Zoroastrian prayer, 19. 

— reli^on, loss of many books, 56. 

— idea of a spiritual and material 

creation, 56, 57. 

— parallel to the Logos, 57. 

— Mazdayaxnian, 188. 
Zoroastrianism revived by the Sas- 

sanians, 40. 

Zoroastrians in some points more 
simple than the Yedic philoso- 
phers, 189. 


THE END. 



